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ABSTRACT 
In this critical qualitative research project, students in six sections of First-
Year Composition at Iowa State University and the researcher attempted to 
determine how cultural assimiptions about computer technology influence their 
development of critical computer literacy in FY Comp. Beginning with students' 
baseline perspectives on digital technology, the study examined the formative 
experiences and patterns of engagement students relate and characteristic 
expressions they use to talk about technology. The study followed students as 
they were invited to re-think their previovis attitudes about the computer. The 
study presents and analyzes the distinctive ways that students re-thought (or 
failed to re-think) these positions within the conditions of this study—using the 
computer as the topic of reading and reflective writing and as the means of 
carrying out these activities. Students articulated their critical thought in the 
form of written and oral responses to questions and in dialogue with each other. 
This study supports the notion that students can develop their critical 
computer literacy, and critical literacy in general, but orily when they are 
deliberately and self-consciously attempting to do that. In the case of critical 
computer literacy, cultural assumptions about computer technology interfere 
with that development, but these can be overridden by students' deliberate effort. 
This effort involves both a willingness on the part of the students to temporarily 
set aside cultural assumptions as well as to develop skills that enable them to 
become aware of the lenses through which they view the world. 
Although there is some connection between the technology perspective 
students enter FY Comp with and their development of critical computer 
literacy, the study's methods seemed to provoke the modest re-thinking of 
comfortable thoughts in many of the participants. The most reflective 
xi 
evaluation of computer technology's influence was accompanied by a greater 
sense of agency on the part of the student and that student's attendant ability to 
think relationally: to make connections between the micro-conditions of his/her 
experiences and larger, macro-conditions of the culture which shape those 
experiences. 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Problem and Significance 
The use of the computer in the teaching of First-Year Composition 
(hereafter FY Comp) has allowed and imposed changes in the practice of that 
discipline in the last ten years; some of these, particularly those relating to 
pedagogy, have been explored (Hawisher, LeBlanc, Moran, & Selfe, 1996; Klem & 
Moran, 1991; Selfe & Hilligoss, 1994; Takayoshi, 1996a; Tuman, 1992). However, 
not as much has been written about the students' perspective on the changes 
computers have effected in their acquisition of the literacy skills—particularly 
their critical literacy skills—t5^ically associated with FY Comp. 
To understand what critical thinking has traditionally meant in the 
context of FY Comp, the work of Dewey is foundational. Dewey (1933) defined 
critical thinking as "active, persistent, and careful consideration of any belief or 
supposed form of knowledge in the light of the grovmds that support it and the 
further conclusions to which it tends" (qtd. in Capossela, 1993, p. 2). Capossela 
writes that Dewey viewed critical thinking as "an attitude and a disposition with 
affective as well as cognitive dimensions—a process rather than a product, and 
one that is sensitive to and interactive with context" (p. 5, emphasis added). 
Integrating computers with the teaching of composition has affected the process 
and the context of our teaching. Computers-and-composition theorists not 
uncommonly refer to our students as a "first generation" whose relationship 
with technology profoundly affects their assumptions about literacy because it 
"defin[es] the medixim of communication [and] creates the very atmosphere in 
which [they] function" (Tuman, 1992, p. 5, emphasis added). According to this 
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view, digital technology brings about a "traiisformation in the patterns of 
thought and communication" (Sudol, 1990, p. 331). In this study, "technology" 
should be understood, generally, to mean "computer technology," what Haas 
(1996) calls "technologies of literacy, particularly computers" (p. xiii)—in 
consonance with how the term is used most frequently in the relevant literature 
and by my participants—the students in the classes which participated in this 
study— themselves. Selfe and Hilligoss (1994) say that "technology complicate[s] 
the teaching of literacy. .. [because it] along with the issues that surroimd its use 
in reading- and writing-intensive classrooms, both physically and intellectually 
disrupts the ways in which we make meaning. . ." (p. 1). Given that mature 
reading, writing, and thinking develop as a result of individuals' cognitive 
processes interacting with "the demands and responses of the context in which 
those individuals function" (Hays & Brandt, 1992, p. 203, emphasis added), we 
need a fuller understanding of how the changed envirorunent in which many, if 
not most, students develop post-secondary literacy skills affects this experience, 
and the meaning and uses students associate with those skills as a result. Thus, 
this study seeks to provoke a "modest re-thinking of some comfortable 
thoughts" (Thomas, 1993, p. 17) about the computer-enhanced FY Comp 
environment. 
The computer as a medium of instruction in composition classes has 
largely received enthusiastic, almost Utopian praise in the classroom experiences 
its proponents detail (Barker and Kemp, 1990; Ha wisher and Selfe, 1991) and in 
the claims made about how the digital environment benefits student writing 
(Teichman & Poris, 1989). Unfortimately, this imbridled enthusiasm can be 
more than misleading; it "may also be dangerous if we want to think critically 
about technology and its uses" (Hawisher and Selfe, 1991, p. 57). Computers-and-
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composition scholars like Hawisher and Selfe assure us that their "objections lie 
not in the use of computer technology. . . but rather in the imcritical enthusiasm 
that frequently characterizes the reports" from the field (p. 56). Michael Apple 
(1991) also cautions that because of the computer "bandwagon" in education and 
because this is not "just an assemblage of machines and their accompanying 
software . .. [but] a form of thinking that orients the person to approach the 
world in a partictilar way" (p. 75), computer use in classrooms must be 
accompanied by an examination of what Apple calls "why" issues (as opposed to 
the simple "how-to" issues). It is through an examination of the latter that 
students develop their critical thinking about uses of computer technology (p. 
75). Thus, a further rationale for this study is to bring empirical evidence to bear 
on, and perhaps round out, what has otherwise been an almost unrelentingly 
idealistic view of this terrain, a view that may well be preventing students from 
developing critical literacy and critical computer literacy. 
Acquiring a critical consciousness (developing critical literacy), says Freire 
(1971), means that individuals must leam to "read" not only the "word," but the 
"world" (in Anderson & Irvine, 1993, p, 82). Today, the presence of computers in 
education creates layered literacy requirements, and rightfully so, for computer 
technology presents exciting potential for education. But if students don't 
concomitantly acquire critical computer literacy, they will not be well served in 
their futiures as critical thinkers, able to affect the conditions of their lives. 
Literacy is the process by which we leam to read and write the "word," and 
critical literacy the process of becoming aware of the forces that affect the 
conditions (the "world") within which we acquire literacy and how we then 
come to view the uses and meaning of literacy. Critical computer literacy, then, 
is the process by which we become aware of the cultural assumptions which 
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affect our relationship with computer technology and how we come to see its 
uses, possibilities, and meanings. Without critical literacy, we are passive objects, 
not active subjects, in this new environment in which we function as teachers 
and students. Along these lines, Thomas (1993) reminds us that 
[c]ritical ethnography begins from the premise that knowledge is a 
resource as powerful as any tangible tool. As a tool, new ways of 
thinking become implements by which we can act upon our world 
instead of passively being acted upon.. . we can affect our own personal 
development and that of our surroimdings only when we have a 
reasonably clear view of the nature of our culture and what 
possibilities for action are open to us. Critical ethnography attempts to 
provide clearer images of the larger picture of which we are a part. 
Once the picture takes on sharper detail, opportimities for revising it 
take shape, (p. 61) 
Welch (1996) points out that the yoking of literacy development to the 
development of a critical consciousness is well supported. She cites a renowned 
group of literacy researchers and practitioners—Freire, Giroux, Knoblauch and 
Brannon—when she joins the development of literacy to the development of 
critical literacy, "for language [is] a means to gain entry into 'the arena where 
power is contested'" (Giroux in Welch, p. 64). Moreover, Selfe and Hilligoss 
(1994) urge approaching "issues of technology" through "issues of literacy," citing 
specifically as one such avenue the "ways in which humans construct meaning 
within the web of their own experience and with the help of those aroimd them" 
(p. 2). Haas (1996) reiterates this point, stating that "opening a space for the 
discussion of technological issues within the mainstream of literacy studies is 
crucial" (p. 23), and Olson (1987) agrees, inasmuch that 
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[t]he debate on computers in schools comprises a new form of the old 
debate on what schools should be about and whose interests they 
should serve. From this perspective, the debate on computers in 
schools involves more than the technical issue of the computer's 
capacity; within this discourse is nested a struggle over the ideology 
and practice of the politics of literacy, (qtd. in Hawisher, LeBlanc, 
Moran, & Selfe, 1996, p. 6, emphasis added) 
Thomas (1993) also reinforces the coupling of literacy and critical consciousness, 
saying that although we live in a literate, information-saturated society, "we lack 
full awareness of the symbolic sources and processes that shape our daily lives, 
interactions with others, language, expectations, leisure time, and other aspects 
of social existence" (p. 8). 
This study's approach therefore foregroimds what Anderson and Irvine 
(1993) assert about a critical ethnography project—that both researchers as 
practitioners as well as their students become critical ethnographers. This is 
accomplished primarily through defamiliarization, a process of "distancing 
ourselves from the taken-for-granted aspect of what we see . . . allowing us to 
view what we have seen more critically" (Thomas, 1993, p. 43). A critical 
ethnography project asks both researcher and participants to "[challenge] 'truth' 
in ways that subvert taken-for-granted ways of thinking" (p. 18). This project 
seeks to develop FY Comp students' awareness of unexamined assumptions that 
undergird this use of digital technology—and its subsequent influence on them in 
their quest to develop many of the layered literacies required in FY Comp. In 
this study, therefore, I will look at how digital technology affects the meaning 
students attach to their writing experiences in FY Comp and compare this 
information with the assumptions about this technology in the post-secondary 
6 
writing classroom as presented in the prevailing discourse—what Hawisher and 
Selfe (1991) identify as the "rhetoric of technology" (p. 55), what Barton (1994) 
calls the "dominant discourse" of technology, and what Haas (1996) calls 
"cultural myths" (and which I will refer to as cultural assximptions) of 
technology which many in the literatures of computers and composition and the 
critical theory of technology have written about (Apple, 1991; Bowers, 1988; 
Feenberg, 1991,1995; Haas, 1996; Hawisher & Selfe, 1991; Muffoletto, 1994; 
Postman, 1995; Selfe & Selfe, 1994). Haas (1996) has most concisely articulated the 
strongest cultural asstunptions about technology as these; indeed, this list formed 
the leitmotif of the study when my participants were asked to reflect on cultural 
assumptions or expectatioris about technology: 1) Technology is "transparent" or 
neutral; using it doesn't have any effects other than to make things easier and 
faster; 2) Technology is all-powerful, and even if we have some concerris about 
technology's effects, we can't do anything about them anjrway, so we might as 
well leam to accept them; 3) Technology is not our job, not our problem. If there 
are negative effects, someone else is responsible. Our job is to leam to use it and 
to keep up with it as it changes (p. 21). 
As both a goal and a method of critical inquiry, Thomas (1993) describes a 
process of the "modest re-thinking of comfortable thoughts" (p. 17). This project 
allowed me to add some substance to the "modest re-thinking of comfortable 
thoughts" about computer technology in post-secondary writing classes and its 
relation to our students' developing literacy. I accomplished this through 
observing and talking with my students about their re-thinking some of their 
comfortable thoughts about their relation to digital technology, thus enabling 
them to explore its influences on them and to more meaningfully develop their 
literacies in a technological envirorunent. Students in this study were invited to 
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develop their self reflectiveness and their reflectiveness about their ailture and 
its background assumptions, particularly those about computer technology. 
Thus, the computer in my study plays a central and dual role: as both content 
and as means to foster critical literacy, an endeavor Haas (1996) has described as 
looking both at and through digital technology (p. xi). Without such an 
endeavor, Haas (1996) asserts that literacy teachers (and I am adding their 
students) are prey to disabling cultural assimiptions (i.e., comfortable thoughts) 
about technology, assumptions which "place literacy teachers and scholars in 
subordinate positions relative to technology, removing them from the realm of 
technology development and critique and setting them in positions to be merely 
receivers of technology" (p. 23). Apple (1991) dramatizes the dangers of failing to 
help students develop this habit of thinking critically about technology: 
To do less [than helping students develop their critical computer 
literacy] makes it much more difficult for students and teachers to 
think critically and independently about the place the new technology 
does and should have in the lives of the majority of people in our 
society. Our job as educators involves skilling, not deskilling. Unless 
teachers and students are able to deal honestly and critically with these 
complex and social issues, orJy those now with the power to control 
technology's uses will have the capacity to act. We carmot afford to let 
this happen, (p. 76) 
Borgmaim (1984) is also concerned about this passivity and deskilling, 
asserting that "modem technological democracy" has imposed a definition of the 
good life on us, yet technology itself is excluded from critiques of that life because 
technology is pervasively seen as "beyond our care, maintenance, and radical 
intervention" (p. 70). Borgmaim urges us to "recognize that we as a society are 
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impressing even more strongly a definite, narrow, and dubious mold on the 
manner in which we take up with reality" (p. 59) and that necessarily then "[w]e 
must take the measure of this approach to the world" (p. 71). 
What is the goal of this kind of questioning, thinking, or critiquing which 
is the primary function of critical qualitative research? Some theorists say it 
surely has to be action which contributes to what Williams (1961, qtd. in 
Carspecken & Apple, 1992, p. 549) has referred to as "the long revolution," 
ongoing efforts to further democratize imequal relations in our economy, 
politics, and culture. I would, however, within the constraints of only one or 
two semesters of FY Comp, set my sights a bit differently on what Thomas and 
others, almost always referencing Dewey (Fishman & McCarthy, 1996; Jones, 
1996), claim is an equally important outcome—cognitive change: the adoption of 
a new way of thinking. Indeed, one can argue that without cognitive change, 
action will never follow. Thomas (1993) describes group work in the classroom 
as a type of action, saying that cognitive changes are "contagious" (p. 32). 
Another important and realistic outcome of one or two semesters of FY Comp is 
the development of skills of critique, described by Fishman and McCarthy (1996) 
as a powerful pedagogical tool for their ability to assist students to "see their 
individual and social realities as alterable constructs, not as transcendent or 
immutable structures. . . to help students recognize the values, discourses, and 
institutional practices that have shaped and help maintain their realities" (p. 
342). Steiner (1994) ties the development of this questioning attitude and set of 
skills to democratic education: 
Opposed to the assumption that the majority are suited best for mindless 
productivity or a life of politically acquiescent technological contributions, 
an authentic democratic education implies that schooling provides 
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citizens with the skills to question the basic assumptions of their society 
. . . Rather than chasing a downward spiral toward iiisuring that citizens 
are equipped to follow instructions, it points to an ascending set of 
challenges that assume a high potential to negotiate and shape a 
considered life. (pp. 23-24, emphases added) 
Thus, critical thought is itself a goal, "... a resource, and the results can be 
measured by the degree to which our data and analysis convey to others 
something that they did not previously recognize" (Thomas, 1993, pp. 68-69, 
emphasis added). 
Therefore, asking students to modestly re-think some comfortable 
thoughts about technology adds to our understanding of how technology affects 
the environment in which they develop their post-secondary literacy skills and 
shows researchers and practitioners the ways in which we need to be aware of, 
and perhaps re-think, some of the assimiptions that affect us when we teach in 
these environments. 
Focus and Research Questions 
Dewey (1929) likens this process of critical inquiry, this defamiliarization 
with and questiorung of assximptions, to "intellectual disrobing," and says that 
while we can of course never wholly transcend our ideological influences, 
"intellectual furthering of culture demands that we take them off [our 
ideological 'clothes'], inspect them critically to see what they are made of and 
what wearing them does to us" (qtd. in Jones, 1996, p. 95, emphasis added). Thus, 
the goal of critical inquiry is always to "think relationally," as Carspecken and 
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Apple (1992, p. 549) describe the process of connecting the micro-level conditioris 
in which we are researching to the meta-level of society's asstimptions to find 
how we are influenced, perhaps unwittingly, by these assimiptions. The critical 
ethnographer is interested in investigating "how cultural meanings constrain 
existence" (Thomas, 1993, p. 36). According to Carspecken and Apple (1992), the 
researcher's questions therefore concern four general categories: 1) Where do 
cultural themes come from? 2) What possible meanings do they bear? 3) How do 
the participants in a study interpret these meaiiings? 4) In what ways do these 
meanings/assimiptions affect the daily lives and routines of the participants? 
(pp. 539-540). 
My study asks the general question: "What is students' experience of 
developing their critical literacy skills in a computer-intensive FY Comp 
environment?" To get at this, I needed to know the extent to which what 
happens in this classroom supports, challenges, or even demonstrates awareness 
of prevailing discourses about technology. What does students' wearing of the 
comfortable clothes of "technology-as-all-powerful-and-good" or "technology-as-
neutral" or "students-and-teachers-as-passive receivers-of-technology" mean in 
terms of our FY Comp classrooms? 
Accordingly, my participants and I grappled with the following list of 
initial research questions in an effort to get at the overarching research, question: 
"How and to what extent do students develop their critical literacy skills in a 
computer-intensive FY Comp environment? Specifically, my study raises the 
following related questions: 
• In what ways do students feel constrained and/or enabled by their use 
of technology for literacy purposes? In the students' view, what is the 
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relationship, if any, between these feelings and the development of 
their critical literacy skills? 
• To what extent are students influenced by prevailing cultural 
assumptions about technology (Apple, 1991; Haas, 1996), and how does this 
affect their attitudes and behavior about literacy and technology as they 
progress through FY Comp? As dted above, Haas (1996) pinpoints the 
strongest cultural assiomptions about technology as these: 1) 
Technology is "transparent" or neutral; using it doesn't have any 
effects other than to make things easier and faster; 2) Technology is all-
powerful, and even if we have some concerns about technology's 
effects, we can't do anything about them anyway, so we might as well 
leam to accept them; 3) Technology is not our job, not our problem, ff 
there are negative effects, someone else is responsible. Our job is to 
leam to use it and to keep up with it as it changes (p. 21). 
• What are students' understandings of how they are affected by 
technology when they write? 
• How do students believe technology affects their in- and out-of-class 
interaction with each other and with me, the instructor? How do students 
describe the effect of this "connectivity" on the development of critical 
literacy skiUs? 
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Dissertation Organization and Summary of Findings 
Following a review in Chapter Two of the three fields of study that are 
germane to my study—FY Comp and critical thinking, FY Comp and adult 
development, and FY Comp and critical computer literacy—Chapter Three 
describes my research methods as an instantiation of critical qualitative research 
methods; the research site and the context in which this study was conducted; 
and the timing of, tj^es of, and rationale for the various types of data collection I 
engaged in during this two-semester study. 
The data themselves are presented and analyzed in Chapters Four, Five, 
and Six. Chapter Four looks at the students' baseline perspectives on technology 
as a function of the formative experiences they have had with it, as weU as 
presents dominant and revealing characteristic expressions and patterns of 
engagement with technology of these discovered student perspectives. 
As students begin, as a result of the study's activities and purpose, to re­
think their comfortable thoughts about the computer, the distinctive ways that 
re-thinking (or the refusal or inability to re-think) within the particular 
conditions of this study (using the computer as both topic and means) is 
articulated by students are presented and analyzed for the three common 
technology perspectives. The data that cover the students' attempts—successful, 
unsuccessful, and mixed—comprise the rest of Chapter Four and Chapters Five, 
and Six. Chapter Seven discusses what the study suggests in terms of how 
successful this approach is; how changes in student thiriking may represent 
assimilation, accommodation, and conceptual change; the implications of these 
findings for teaching with computers; and the implications of this study for 
further research. 
1 3 
This critical qualitative research project succeeded in answering the 
majority of the specified questions above. The most important outcome of the 
study is the information that students can develop their critical computer literacy 
(and indeed, their critical literacy in general) but only when they are deliberately 
and self-consdoiosly attempting to do that. In the case of critical computer 
literacy, cultural assumptions about technology do interfere with that 
development, but can be over-ridden with, again, deliberate effort on the 
students' part. This effort seems to grow out of both a willingness on the part of 
the student to temporarily set aside cultural assxmiptions, as well as the 
acquisition of a set of skills that permits the student to become aware of the 
lenses through which he/she views the world and how that view is inevitably 
affected by those lenses. Although there is some connection between the kind of 
technology perspective a student enters FY Comp with and his/her development 
of critical computer literacy, the study's approach seemed to provoke the modest 
re-thinking of comfortable thoughts in many of the participants, the most 
reflective evaluation of technology's influence being accompanied by a greater 
sense of agency on the part of the student and that student's concomitant ability 
to "think relationally" —to make connections between the micro-conditions of 
his/her experiences and larger, macro-conditions of the cxilture which affect that 
—rather than continuing to see the two levels as either discormected or as bearing 
an inevitable relatior\ship to each other that can only be accepted but not 
questioned. 
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
This chapter provides a review of the literatxire in three fields germane to 
FY Comp and to this study: critical thinking, adult development, and critical 
computer literacy (the critical theory of technology). 
FY Composition and Critical Thinking 
Scholars recognize FY Comp as a site to develop critical thinking, which 
they also view as concomitant to developing writing skills (Berlin, 1988; 
Capossela, 1993; Crusius, 1991; Downing, 1994; Faigley, 1994; Garmaway, 1994; 
Greene, 1990; Knoblauch & Brannon, 1993; Lazere 1982, 1992; McCormick, 1994; 
Smith J., 1994; Spear, 1997; White, 1989,1994; Wilhoit, 1990). If we accept 
Clifford's (1990) statement that helping our students develop this "critical literacy 
is, finally, not a question of sanguinity but. .. an ethical necessity, a professional 
imperative" (p. 261), then FY Comp can and should be the site where students 
begin to develop the requisite cognitive skills not only to participate in the 
complexity of the academic commimity but also in a "critique of ideology and 
culture, of the hidden forces of institutional and social structures that shape 
thought and give meaning to our lives" (Greene, 1990, p. 160). Green (1993) 
asserts that students need to become competent with "extant discourses and 
texts" while developing the ability and predilection to carry out "critical analyses 
and irmovative reconstruction of those same discourses and texts" (p. ix). 
Lazere (1982) agrees: 
In a society whose information envirorunent is inunerisely 
sophisticated, ability to gain access to, understand, and critically evaluate 
the dominant modes of discourse. . . is an essential survival skUl-not orily 
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for conforming to the dominant ctilture, but for resisting or opposing its 
manipulations of information and rhetoric, (p. 14) 
Streibel (1991) envisions students becoming "empowered and liberated citizens 
in a computer-saturated society. .. by being able to stand above it and shape it to 
their own ends" (p. 361) while Sullivan and Qualley (1994) say that we can never 
"master or transcend" but can nevertheless help students to "participate critically 
in the discourses that shape their lives" (p. ix). FY Comp is an ideal place to work 
intensively on these skills and dispositions—academic and critical literacy— 
because here both academic and technological discourses converge and students 
approach the cognitive maturity to become critical thinkers. 
The cornerstones of critical thinking include the related abilities to tolerate 
ambiguity and contradictions and being willing to consider an issue from many 
sides. Perhaps foremost in descriptions of critical thinking are the willingness to 
listen to, even to seek out, alternative viewpoints and the willingness to change 
one's mind in the light of new and compelling reasons to do so. Critical 
thinking in a composition class means being able to reflect upon, make 
judgments about, and biuld upon new ideas (Capossela, 1993) through a 
dialectical process of accepting feedback from others, reading, and selectively 
incorporating new material into one's own statements through the processes of 
analysis, summary, and synthesis (Capossela, 1993; Kennedy, Neuwirth, Straub, 
& Kaufer, 1994). The development of these critical thinking skills, Streibel and 
Garhart (1985) agree, requires that one's ideas develop dialectically aroimd 
others' in a supportive but challenging "learning community" focused on 
confrontation with a problematic topic (p. 73; JoUiffe, 1994), what theorists and 
teachers in composition call a generative theme. Indeed, the concepts of both a 
learning commimity and of the ill-structured problem are central in adult 
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development theorists' recommendations for fostering the higher levels of 
intellectual development (King & Kitchener, 1994; Mezirow, 1990). 
First-Year Composition and Adult Development 
As the foregoing description reveals, critical thiiiking in a FY Comp 
classroom involves the concepts of reflective and dialectical thinking (Basseches, 
1984; Benack, 1984; Brookfield 1987; Capossela, 1993; Hays & Brandt, 1992; King & 
Kitchener, 1994; Mezirow, 1990). One way of measuring how well students can 
engage in reflective thinking is King and Kitchener's (1994) seven-stage reflective 
judgment model, which traces an individual's optimal, life-long development of 
epistemological and reflective sophistication. The reflective judgment model 
provides a way to describe a student's developing assumptions about knowledge, 
certainty, and authority. These assxmiptions, divided into the seven stages of the 
model, form the core of a person's meaning perspectives, profoundly affecting 
his/her serise of agency and how that individual characteristically confronts and 
integrates new information. King and Kitchener's data show that ". . . these 
perspectives are identifiable,. . .they are age related, and. . . they change in a 
predictable fashion over time. Further. . . these perspectives act as frames of 
reference through which students interpret learning experiences" (p. 162, 
emphasis added). 
In brief, this model of adult cognitive development indicates the 
importance of two developmental shifts between the ages of 16 and 24: from 1) 
knowledge is absolutely knowable and observable, to knowledge must be 
imderstood in context; and then to 2) knowledge can encompass widely 
17 
divergent perspectives. King and Kitchener's influential model is therefore 
based on the premise that we construct and evaluate knowledge through 
evaluation and sjmthesis of claims; knowledge is always open to re-evaluation. 
King and Kitchener have found, however, in numerous longitudinal and 
cross-sectional studies, that college seniors on average function only one-half 
stage above first-year students on their reflective judgment scale, still 
demonstrating only quasi- rather than full reflective reasoning (pp. 165-167). In 
the reflective judgment model, the Stage Four thinking demonstrated by seniors, 
while clearly an advance over first-year students' Stage Three thinking (which 
does not recognize ill-structured problems, holds to the belief that absolute truth 
is knowable if sometimes temporarily inaccessible, and that one's personal 
impressions are evidence enough for a belief on a topic) is still not adequate for 
the challenges articulated by, for instance, the Association of American Colleges 
(1991) in describing what four years of post-secondary education should develop 
in students so they can cope with today's world: . . empowering individuals to 
know that the world is far more complex than it first appears, and that they must 
make interpretive argimients and decision-judgments that entail real 
consequences. . ." (qtd. in fCing & Kitchener, 1994, p. 1). Although a major Stage 
Four conceptual change is the student's acceptance of uncertainty, allowing 
him/her to make the important distinction between well- and ill-structured 
problems, a Stage Four thinker cannot, for example, intelligently choose among 
or defend competing interpretations. To engage in the sort of reasoning required 
by the AAC's description of cognitive demands that a college-educated adult 
must face and that correspond to the foregoing descriptions of critical thinking/ 
literacy requires at least Stage Five thiiiking, which includes the 
acknowledgment of meaning perspectives. In Stage Five thinking, the student 
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comes to imderstand that context and interpretation, rather than authorities 
with universally "right answers," are important in addressing an issue. 
Perry (1981), in his now famous nine-stage sequence of development, also 
posits that the typical tmiversity freshman goes through a remarkably predictable 
progression of cognitive and ethical development. Although Perry has been 
criticized for looking at a pool of only upper-class, white males, others who have 
followed in the adult development literature (Baxter Magolda and Porterfield, 
1988; Belenkey et al., 1986; Kitchener & King, 1990; Kohlberg, 1976) have 
corroborated his core descriptions of students' evolving "reinterpretations" of 
their lives, as the matiuing individuals reorganize their understanding of 
knowledge, certainty, and authority (Perry, 1981, p. 77). Perry's scheme and his 
accompanying interviews with students instantiating the various stages 
exemplify his and others' assertion that the interesting transformations—and the 
pedagogically pertinent concerns—occur in the transitions between the stages. 
Here lies the "drama," says Perry, for here students shift "from a familiar pattern 
of meariings that ha[s] failed them to a new vision that promise[s] to make serise 
of their broadening experience, while it also threaten[s] them with imanticipated 
implications for their selfhood and their lives" (p. 78). 
Chickering and Reisser (1993) also characterize important learning/ 
development as comprising a cyclical movement of shifts precipitated by a 
challenge or confradiction and ending with the student's more differentiated and 
integrated response. In Piagetian terms, it is an equilibrium-disequilibrium-
equilibrium pattern (Chickering and Reisser, p. 471) and adult development 
theorists tell us that students recurrently face this process as they are challenged 
to"mak[e] meaning in a complex world" (Perry, 1981, p. 77). This development 
is cognitive change—cogrutive reorganization, or conceptual change—and it 
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marks the critically educated person: "Arguably, a more interesting kind of 
learning in the educational process involves the radical restructuring of existing 
knowledge as a result of encoimtering new information, what might be called 
conceptual change" (Spiro, 1980, p. 271). When students in the age range of 16-24 
are confronted with and asked to reflect upon new information about their 
world which has theretofore been unquestioned and even unremarked, we can 
see the familiar processes of assimilation and accommodation (Piaget in 
Vosniadu & Brewer, 1987, p. 51). When students exhibit assimilation, they are 
acting to reduce the dissonance they experience; they are not progressing 
cognitively. Rather, they are rationalizing or adjxisting the new information so 
that it better fits with their comfortable prior knowledge, which is not 
restructured or even questioned. When students accommodate new 
information they may landertake some reorganization—re-thinking—of their 
existing knowledge to make a better fit. This has the effect of making the 
knowledge seem like it is natural and "their own" later on, and thus these 
students may well also not value the subjecting of their existing ways of thinking 
to subsequent challenge and revision. 
Both kinds of thinking often lead students to "intellectual imperialism," a 
negative consequence accruing when dialectical thinking hasn't yet developed: 
the unwillingness or inability to entertain others' worldviews (Basseches, 1984, 
p. 11). And these students may also demonstrate one of Perry's (1981) observed 
thought characteristics of retreat or escape, either one of which represents an 
attempt on the part of these students to remain in a comfortable search for or 
belief in Absolutes, as well as to hang on to a feeling of having "arrived" in their 
thinking at some kind of final solution which places no further demands on 
them to change. This is particularly relevant to the rhetorical demands we place 
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upon students in FY Comp, for our students need to be able, in their 
argumentative reading and writing, to concern themselves empathetically with 
other opinions and to temporarily abandon their perspectives to "imaginatively 
take the role of the other" (Benack, 1984, p. 343). In both cases above—students 
whose thinking would seem to represent the assimilation of the new 
information and those whose comments seem to represent its accommodation-
there is clearly evidence of attitude polarization (Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979): 
material that is inconclusive, mixed, or actually hostile to students' existing 
point of view is not carefully processed; it is misinterpreted or subjected to 
illogical or simplistic coimterargtiment. Alexander and Dochy (1994) find that 
undergraduates often think it demor\strates strength of character to 
. . . resist changes in beliefs. To these individuals, the better the person, 
the more apt he or she was to resist the temptations to alter or abandon 
a belief .. . Baron (1991) would say that these yovmg adults have assumed 
an aggressive stance toward their beliefs, rather than a cooperative one. In 
an aggressive stance, one seeks to defend his or her beliefs, whereas in a 
cooperative stance those beliefs are opened up for examination . . . 
(Alexander & Dochy, p. 241) 
Opening one's beliefs up for examination is, of course, threatening to the 
yoimg adiolt; this way lie student anxiety and resistance, but here again, adult 
development theory confirms that this is not only common but indeed part of 
the process of cognitive growth. Perry (1981) refers to these successive 
realizations (which, of course, cannot be expected to occur all within one or even 
two semesters, but iristead over the course of the four imdergraduate years) as 
losses each individual must deal with: "Each of the upheavals of cognitive 
growth threatens the balance between vitality and depression, hope and despair" 
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(p. 108). Mezirow (1990) calls the realizations that lead to cognitive growth 
"wrenching" (p. 27), for students are losing their uncritical Absolutes. And 
others have also referred to the resistance first-year students often display as they 
begin to scrutinize their bedrock assumptions, cautioning us against letting 
students drift into the quicksand of apathy or relativism (Crusius, 1994; Jay, 1987; 
Paine, 1989). 
A crudal type of engagement that moves students along to critical literacy, 
identified by Basseches (1984) and Benack (1984) as dialectical thinking, also 
involves an epistemology that recognizes multiple, competing worldviews (Hays 
& Brandt, 1992). Basseches calls dialectical thinking an adult form of reasoning 
that helps the student's perspectives extend beyond his/her limited, egoistic self 
and toward "a collective good" (p. 8). Piaget lays the childhood-based 
groundwork for this epistemology in his stages of development wherein 
individuals move from "less. . . to more adequate ways of knowing or thinking 
about their universe . . . more adequate structures of knowing are those which 
are less egocentric (or ethnocentric) and able to integrate a broader range of 
dimensions of experience and perspectives upon that experience" (Basseches, 
1984, p. 8). "More adequate structures of knowing" are defined quite clearly by 
Mezirow (1990): "More inclusive, discriminating, permeable, and integrative 
perspectives are superior perspectives that adults choose if they can because they 
are motivated to better understand the meaning of their experience" (p. 14). 
Adult development theorists see dialectical thinking as a productive way out of 
what is otherwise a universalistic-formalist ("dualist") versus "relativistic" dead­
end in students' thinking because with dialectical thinking, we imderstand that 
there is no one true way to order the imiverse, nor are there endlessly 
unresolvable and equally valid alternative orders to the universe; rather. 
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dialectical thinking sees the search for order in the universe as continually in 
process, and the "process of finding and creating order in the universe as 
fundamental to human life and inquiry" (Basseches, 1984, p. 11). As with all 
critical thinking, therefore, the dialectical process is driven by the mature 
individual's constant search for what has been omitted or de-emphasized in a 
current meaning perspective and the subsequent effort out of that realization to 
"create new orderings which embrace and include what was previously 
excluded" (Basseches, p. 11). 
We can see parallels between the traiisformations described by adult 
development theorists and the development of critical literacy in an FY Comp 
classroom. Kramer (1983) has identified three recurrent trai\sformational 
themes in the work of those who study late-adolescent and adult development: 
acknowledgment that there are "mutually incompatible systems of knowledge 
[knowledge is 'nonabsolute'] and that one's conceptual tools influence the 
knowledge one has about those systems"; that one must deal somehow with this 
increased awareness of contradiction without lapsing permanently into 
relativism; and finally, that one is able to develop a reflective and dialectical 
framework that "allow[s] for a comparison, evaluation, or synthesis of apparently 
contradictory alternatives" (Kramer in King & Kitchener, 1994, pp. 39-40). 
Critical thinkers therefore find it "dangerous to believe that an all-inclusive 
ordering is possible [because]. . . when one thinks one has achieved such an 
ordering. . . one stops actively looking for what is left out and what is different, 
and in fact one often begins to systematically defend oneself against perceiving 
such phenomena" (Basseches, 1984, p. 11, emphasis added). This defensiveness 
is, of course, what we often find frustratingly immature in our first-year students 
who resist viewpoints alien to them. Schommer (1994) finds that the naive 
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learners' "major roadblock to conceptual understanding" is their characteristic 
reaction of simplifying new information so that it fits into their pre-existing, 
comfortable meaiiing perspectives (p. 32). 
Not only then are these students most probably at a period in their 
development that is especially resistant to the disequilibrium and "loss" 
necessary for growth, our cxilture exerts an enormous, pervasive, and insidious 
influence against the kinds of change required to develop critical literacy, as well. 
In fact, clearly, the two reinforcing effects—the individual and the cultiu-al—are 
inseparable. The culture provides the background of seemingly bedrock 
assumptions which form the uncritical Absolutes and taken-for-granted 
assiimptions comprising the Stage Three thinkers' narrow and dualistic 
worldview. P. Smith (1988) describes this effect when he says that Western 
capitalism "ideologically and materially restructur[es] both the needs and the 
demands of 'individuals'" (p. 42). McLaren (1989) agrees that the 
dominant culture is able to 'frame the ways in which . . . groups live 
and respond to their own cultural system and lived experiences; in 
other words, the dominant culture is able to manufacture dreams and 
desires . . . (i.e., images, visions, stories, ideals) against which all 
individuals are expected to live their lives. The dominant culture tries 
to . . . provide a 'common' worldview, disguising relatior\s of power 
and privilege . . . Individuals are provided with 'subject positions,' 
which condition them to react to ideas and opinior« in prescribed 
ways. (McLaren, 1989, p. 174) 
Students beginning their college experiences, then, generally have for so 
long been immersed in a hegemony that provides them "meanings . . . 
laundered of contradiction, contestation, and ambiguity" (McLaren, 1989, p. 175) 
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that to even question, let alone rqect or change, these values of the dominant 
discourse, and as we shall see, specifically those related to computer technology, 
clearly feels to them "urmatural, a violation of common sense" (p. 175). Lacan 
(1975) takes the explanation of this resistance even further, calling it a "passion 
for ignorance," an active "refusal to know" or "exclusion from consciousness" 
which our students evince in an effort to avoid acknowledging that "our 
subjectivities have been constructed out of the information and social practices 
that surroimd us" (in McLaren, 1989, p. 189). Thomas (1993) refers to the same 
phenomenon as a type of inertia and points out that the researcher and his/her 
participants thus have their work cut out for them collaboratively: 
Fighting against social inertia—the tendency for people to resist the 
discomfort of challenges to their sacred images of everyday life—is, for 
some, an exhilarating challenge. Reworking cultural myths and 
deflating accepted notions of oiltural order that attain dominance 
without any demoristrable intellectual justifications may seem like 
jousting the occasional windmill. But . . . critical thought becomes a 
resource, and the results can be measured by the degree to which our 
data and analysis convey to others something that they did not 
previously recognize (pp. 68-69) 
Obviously, recognizing that this resistance arises from hegemonic 
influences and is exacerbated by 18-year-old cognitive maturity and natural 
unwillingness to part with comfortable certainty for messy contradictions and 
questions is helpful to instructors. But it is just as important to understand that, 
in our students' responses, the "negation of tension amoimts to the illusion of 
overcoming these tensioris when they are really just hidden" (Freire qtd. in 
Bizzell, 1992, p. 65). 
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By asking students to begin to deal with this pivotal connection between 
their individual cognition and others' siniilarly constructed viewpoints in the 
making of meaning in culturally structured ways, we can theoretically move 
students toward more flexible and dialectical approaches to knowledge and 
certainty. In adult-development terms we want students not to assimilate the 
new ideas (which Perry and Piaget say means they simply incorporate the 
material in a way that produces the least dissonance possible), but to 
accommodate or even to "radically restructure" their thinking in light of the 
incoming information ( Spiro, 1980; Vosniadu and Brewer, 1987, p. 51). 
Cognitively, this is called "conceptual change," and the processes that achieve it 
are precisely those that lead to critical consciousness: 
The possibility of altering one's perspective lies in having to inhabit 
and deal with the contradictions that inhere in different subject 
positions. Being challenged in a response-oriented classroom to 
unravel the ideology of one's reading and then to confront other 
authentically held positions is to move from being a passive consumer 
of reading to being a participant, a maker of meaning who understands 
explicitly the social significance of critical literacy. (Clifford, 1990, p. 
261) 
First-Year Composition and Critical Computer Literacy 
In their new book. Computers and the Teaching of Writing in American 
Higher Education. 1979-1994: A History, authors Hawisher, Blanc, Moran, and 
Selfe (1997) trace through conference programs, articles in composition journals, 
and the development of newsletters and journals devoted specifically to the 
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topic, how computers came on the scene and were rapidly infused into college 
composition pedagogy over the past fifteen years. Moran (1992) siims up this sea 
change: "The change has occurred; it would be foolish to pretend that it has not 
. .. [and a]t the end of the process, the system will function differently; indeed, it 
will be a different system" (p. 35). 
I will use Iowa State-University, an institution currently serving 
approximately 6,000 students a year in First-Year Composition courses, as a 
convenient case in point of the speed and enthusiasm with which computers 
were introduced to composition classes. In something under seven years 
beginning in the late 1980s, ISU built 11 computer classrooms to be used 
primarily as English composition classrooms. Looking at representative 
semesters and academic years since 1992 (the period since our department's last 
external review and for which numbers were readily available), in the 1994/95 
school year, 116 out of 218 sections of FY Comp were taught in a computer lab on 
either an enhanced (class meets in the lab every other or every three class 
sessions) or an intensive basis (class meets every session in the lab). A section 
comprises 26 students. In the fall of 1995,148 sections of FY Comp were 
scheduled, 103 of which were conducted in a lab at least once a week. In 1996 the 
percentage of FY Comp sections using a computer lab averaged 67% over the two 
semesters. In 1997, that percentage grew to 81%. Overall, in the period begiiming 
in 1992 and ending with the fall semester of 1997, the percentage of FY Comp 
classes using a computer lab has grown steadily from 21% in the spring of 1992 to 
87% in the spring of 1997. 
To what extent ISU represents what has happened in other similar peer 
institutions I have been tmable to determine, although the former Director of 
First-Year Composition at Iowa State, Charles Kostelnick, has said that he hears 
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from colleagues at other such institutions that ISU's English Department is the 
"envy" of other schools aroimd the coxmtry. From this anecdotal evidence, I 
suspect that while our infusion of digital technology may have taken place at a 
faster pace and with perhaps more cutting-edge technology, what has happened 
at ISU in our FY Comp classes parallels other schools' experiences, and it 
certainly parallels well the time frames and measures Hawisher et al. use in their 
book. 
On the national level, the advent of computers in the composition 
classroom was and continues to be heralded as an unprecedented pedagogical 
and democratic contribution to education, although many composition and 
educational theorists have come to question this Utopian view of the computer 
as a neutral tool, "great equalizer," and source of imsurpassed liberatory literacy. 
While it may well have this potential, college composition teachers carmot 
"continue to ignore the ways tools implicate and are implicated in the power 
relations, or more broadly, the ideologies, permeating reading and writing acts" 
(Kaplan, 1991, p. 14). Given the increasingly heavy use of computers in 
classrooms, scholars in the fields both of computers and composition and of 
critical theory of technology have stressed the importance of students and 
teachers alike being able to think critically about the computer (Apple, 1991; 
Bowers, 1988; Feenberg, 1991,1995; Feenberg & Hannay, 1995; Hawisher & Selfe, 
1991; Hlynka and Belland, 1991; Murphy and Pardeck, 1985; Postman, 1995; Selfe 
& Hilligoss, 1994; Selfe & Selfe, 1994; Takayoshi, 1996b). Computers in the 
classroom must be imderstood as "complexly crafted mirrors that we ourselves 
have shaped, as cultural artifacts that reflect our society and its ideologies, our 
educational system and its values" (Selfe & Hilligoss, 1994, p. 1). Computers-and-
composition scholars as well as those in the critical theory of technology stress 
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that computers are not neutral, transparent tools, as they are so easily and 
popularly assimied to be—they do not unproblematically mediate between us and 
the tasks we undertake with them—and when we and our students conceptualize 
them this way, we overlook or rationalize many of their effects. As Bowers puts 
it, we unreflectively perpetuate "a number of imexamined traditions of thought 
that reproduce in the present the misconceptions of the past" (p. ix). 
Specifically, computers in education are believed by many scholars to 
further a worldview that imcritically glorifies the 
technological consumer domain of society: attitudes toward 
technological iimovation, the progressive nature of change, 
measurement and plaiming as sources of authority, a conceptual 
hierarchy that places abstract-theoretical thought at the highest, a 
competitive-remissive form of individualism, and the definition of 
human needs in terms of what can be supplied by a commodity culture. 
(Bowers, 1988, p. 6) 
Feenberg (1991) characterizes the same sort of worldview as "possessive 
individualism," an outlook based in and furthered by capitalism, in which the 
"little god, the modem subject sees itself as autonomous, as independent of the 
system on which it operates through technical means. . . thus plac[ing] itself 
beyond the web of the consequences of its own actions" (p. 112). As these 
quotations indicate, technology is more than just neutral machines; it is what M. 
Apple (1991) describes as a "form of thinking that orients a person to approach 
the world in a certain way [and includes]... the very ways in which students are 
taught to think about their education, their futxire roles in society, and the place 
of technology in that society" (pp. 75-76). 
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One of the forces militating against conceptual change in our first-year 
students, therefore, is the nature of the subjectivities with which they come to 
us. Formed from the prevailing hegemonic discourses, first-year students 
believe themselves to be completely autonomous and therefore generally do not 
see the constructedness, a condition described by Borgmarm in his discussion of 
how "modem technological democracy" has already delineated what the "good 
life" but has excluded technology from a critique of that life because we see 
technology as "beyond our care, maintenance, and radical intervention" (p. 70). 
Borgmarm continues: 
We must recognize that we as a society are impressing even more 
sfrongly a definite, narrow, and dubious mold on the manner in which 
we take up with reality. We must take the measure of this approach to 
the world and speak up on behalf of the forces that are hollowed out by 
the technological approach. . . Therefore a public examination of the 
good life can only be undertaken in a spirit of enthusiasm, sympathy, 
and tolerance. Enthusiasm is the knowledge that one has been graced by 
something other than oneself. Sympathy is the concern for the integrity 
and final well-being of one's fellow human beings and their enthusiasms. 
Tolerance is the realization . .. that I may be mistaken about the greatness 
of what I am enthused by... (p. 72) 
My study looks at what happens when students deal meaningfully with 
the cultural assumptions of technology as these affect their development of 
literacies in First-Year Composition. Given the goals of FY Comp at my own and 
many institutions, the challenge we face in the FY Comp classroom is to assist 
students to (among other tasks) deal more productively with complexity, 
ambiguity, and multiplicity in text and to become more critical—more cognitively 
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mature—processors of the discourse they both receive and generate. Students 
must, in FY Comp, handle readings that offer multiple perspectives on one issue, 
and most sigiuficantly in this study, handle readings and material about 
computers that present an alternate viewpoint to that of the dominant—and 
previously unquestioned—discourse which encourages students to accept what 
Haas (1996) has identified as a series of interconnected culttural assumptions 
about computers: that this technology is traiisparent (providing a "distortionless 
window" through which reading, writing, and thinking can be carried out) (p. 
22); that computers are "all-powerful and self-determining" and that our only 
role is not to intervene or guide but simply to watch and attempt to keep up with 
the rapid developments (p. 22); and finally, that while there may be negative side 
effects of some types and tises of technology, it is just "not our job" and someone 
else is responsible for seeing that it is used responsibly (p. 22). 
Merely exposing students to multiple and conflicting viewpoints with 
admonitions to read carefully and objectively, a tactic that at first blush seems 
logical and is in fact the modus operandi of many FY Comp instructors, is not 
adequate for encouraging students at this stage of cognitive development to 
analyze these pervasive cultural irifluences. Indeed, it may even be 
counterproductive to creating the conceptual change that marks more 
sophisticated processors of text and more critically literate thinkers. As students 
encoimter information in their reading and classes that runs counter to some or 
all of these cultural assumptions (information that is, in text-processing 
terminology, schema-discrepant), this prior knowledge—McCormick's (1994) 
"repertoires," Bizzell's (1986) and Bean's (1986) "worldviews," Mezirow's (1990) 
"meaning perspectives," Kitchener and King's (1994) "epistemic filters"—will 
tend to select for assimilation only information that "fits," that doesn't cause the 
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upending and diseqtiilibrium Perry and other adult student development experts 
refer to. The student at this age tends to defend against the kind of 
reorganization of concepts (the re-thinking, simply put) necessary to deal more 
inclusively with the new information. McCormick (1994) has foimd, for 
instance, that first-year students tend to interpret new information and to define 
their assignments to themselves in such a way as. to avoid contradictions, 
enhance the patina of objectivity, and reach closure—goals important to students 
in this stage of cognitive development. Numerous studies in social psychology 
have shown that readers' previously unquestioned beliefs are strikingly resistant 
to change, even in the face of meritorious contrary evidence; thus, readers' prior 
knowledge in the form of beliefs (repertoires, epistemic filters) causes them to 
ignore or misinterpret schema-discrepant information (Anderson, 1982; 
Chambliss, 1994; Dole & Sinatra, 1994; Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Gamer & Alexander, 
1994; Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979; Otero & Kintsch, 1992). Bean (1986) describes 
this effect as the "hardening of original attitudes" (p. 344), while the social 
psychologists call it "attitude polarization" (Vosniadu and Brewer, 1987, p. 51)— 
an outcome inconsistent with the goals of a critical literacy approach to FY Comp. 
Takayoshi (1996b) relates the positions first-year students typically take 
relative to technology to Stuart Hall's (1980) work in cultural studies and his 
theorizing about the positions readers adopt toward a text: the hegemonic, the 
negotiated, and the oppositional positions. Taking a hegemonic position means 
the "decoder" (in this case, the FY Comp student) of the text (technology in the 
FY Comp classroom) sees and uses the text/technology precisely as it has been set 
in motion by larger and imquestioned cultural forces (the "encoder"). In the 
oppositional position, students understand the culturally accepted meanings of 
the text/technology, but deliberately choose an alternative coristruction which is 
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more meaningful to them. In the negotiated position, while generally agreeing 
with the text's/technology's meanings on the abstract, macro-level, students may 
disagree with these meanings at a local level based on their own experiences 
with it which may have been contradictory to cultural expectations. Takayoshi 
points out that without classrooms which encourage students to become 
technology critics— in other words, which create an opportunity for negotiation 
and opposition—students may easily assimie either a hegemonic position in 
which computers are seen to be inevitably positive, or one of wholesale 
rejection, in which computers are seen as intimidating and to be avoided. We 
need approaches "within a computer-assisted classroom, then, [which] would 
allow students to develop meaningful positions beyond pure acceptance or 
rejection" (Takayoshi, 1996b, p. 200). I will return to these student positions in 
Chapter Four (Findings and Analysis), where I analyze the data in light of the 
usefulness of these projected patterns and tentative conceptualizations of the 
meaning FY Comp students make of technology. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODS, SITE/CONTEXT, 
AND DATA COLLECTION 
Research Methods 
Critical Oualitative Research Methods 
Although it is not appropriate for me in this dissertation to defend or 
explain qualitative research in general, it is important for the paper to show 
readers the appropriateness of critical qualitative research for this project. This 
chapter will do that, as well as connect the critical qualitative research process to 
the particular site/context and data collection instruments of this study. 
Qualitative research is appropriate when the following purposes and conditions 
are present: the researcher seeks the participants' perspectives—to understand the 
meanings for the participants of the events and situations they are involved in; 
when the contexts (both micro and macro) within which this meaning is made 
are important; and when unanticipated phenomena and influences may be 
discovered, in other words, when all the relevant variables are not initially 
known (Marshall & Rossman, 1995; Maxwell, 1996). Wolf & Tjrmitz (1976-1977) 
describe qualitative inquiry as that which is aimed at "document[ing] through 
natural language and representing as closely as possible how people feel, what 
they know, and what their concerns, beliefs, perceptions, and understandings 
are" (qtd in Cuba & Lincoln, 1981, p. 78). 
For these reasons, Thomas (1993) asserts that qualitative inquiry— critical 
qualitative inquiry in particular—is "situated best to provide the tools for digging 
below mundane surface appearances of the cultural basis of .. . forms of social 
existence to display a multiplicity of alternate meanings" (p. 6). As mentioned in 
the Introduction, as both a goal and a method of critical inquiry, Thomas 
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describes this research process as modestly re-thinking some comfortable 
thoughts. Critical qualitative inqtiiry is clearly appropriate for this piarpose: 
Critical ethnography is a type of reflection that examines culture, 
knowledge, and action. It expands our horizons for choice and widens 
our experiential capacity to see, heat, and feel.. . Critical ethnographers 
describe, analyze, and open to scrutiny otherwise hidden agendas, 
power centers, and assumptions that inhibit, repress, and constrain. 
Critical scholarship requires that commonsense assumptions be 
questioned, (pp. 2-3) 
As explained in Chapter One and Two, digital technology's commonsense 
assumptions need to be questioned as well, for they now form a substantive part 
of our culture. Takayoshi (1996b) points out that students have little or no 
opportiinity elsewhere in their educational experience to look critically at 
computer technology; 
Although computers arguably are a defining feature of life in the late 
1990s, many undergraduate students are not asked to think explicitly, let 
alone critically, about the computers they are increasingly being required 
to use throughout the curriculum. . . If students are not encouraged in any 
of their coursework to become technology critics, they might easily assume 
a hegemonic position in which they simply accept computers as inevitable 
and natural, (pp. 199-200) 
Thus, the computer offers itself as a particularly converuent if not urgent 
topic for critical inquiry in the FY Comp class. My approach attempted to give 
students a chance to develop a meaningful position relative to digital technology 
that is not dichotomously rejection or acceptance; it also sought students' 
perspectives on this activity relative to their literacy development in FY Comp 
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class. My dissertation project made the computer a part of the content of the 
course, available for critique, as well as part of the course environment in which 
students wrote, read, and interacted with each other, and it also necessarily 
conceptualized FY Comp students as co-researchers in the effort. Anderson and 
Irvine (1993) describe this type of research as a critical literacy project. 
FY Comp instructors identify and problematize certain topics or themes 
that students read, write, and talk about, and the computer's role in their lives is 
certainly one such topic. The thematic FY Comp course, making use of 
generative themes which allow for more prolonged and thoughtful engagement 
with ill-structured problems, is a well-supported pedagogical approach in post-
secondary composition instruction (Boyd, 1991; Crusius, 1991; Gannaway, 1994; 
Kermedy, Neuwirth, Straub, & Kaufer, 1994; Lazere, 1992; Smith, J., 1994; White, 
1989; Wilhoit, 1990). It facilitates the development of the college-level critical 
literacy skills by allowing students to examine in more depth how culture 
(computer technology, in this study) affects them, as well as to externalize how 
their individual experiences with computer technology have been molded by 
their immersion in that culture. Using the computer as both vehicle and object 
of inquiry (as a generative theme) permits my students and me to foregroimd the 
effects of their looking both at and through the technology (Haas, 1996) and yields 
ir\sights into how this effort affects their development of critical literacy. 
A hallmark of qualitative research is its emergent design; the ongoing 
research process both discovers and refines the research questions. Carspecken 
(1996) notes that prior research questions obviously drive the researcher at the 
outset of a study, in a qualitative study, "it is best not to get too precise" when 
formulating these initial questions, lest bias cause him/her to miss altogether 
"important but initially unsuspected features of the situation" (p. 28). Similarly, 
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Thomas (1993) points out that the focus of a qualitative research project becomes 
specific only after data collection has begun. Thus, design and methodology in 
this research paradigm are not a fixed, preordinate sequence of steps and 
procedures, but a reflexive, recursive, interactive process that imfolds as the 
study progresses and informs every element of the study: its purposes, 
conceptual context, initial and gradually more focused research questions, plan 
for data collection and analysis, and issues of validity, or trustworthiness 
(Carspecken, 1996; Carspecken & Apple, 1992; Creswell, 1994; Lincoln & Guba, 
1985; Marshall & Rossman, 1995; Maxwell, 1996; Thomas, 1993). Continuous data 
analysis is at the core of this interactive, recursive process, meaning that 
successive acts of the investigation are always imdertaken in the light of what 
has been discovered so far. Not surprisingly, Lincoln and Guba (1985) identify 
the ability to tolerate ambiguity and prolonged lack of closure as an important 
personal characteristic of the qualitative researcher. 
A qualitative research project generally falls into three broad phases or 
processes, within which five sub-phases/processes more specific to critical 
qualitative research can be identified (Carspecken, 1996; Lincoln & Guba, 1985). 
The three broad phases are orientation and overview, focused exploration, and 
member checks (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, p. 236). Although these phases should 
overlap in practice, they are imdertaken first, to gather enough information to 
gain a general imderstanding of what is salient in the setting and for these 
participants relative to the research question(s), to then follow up in more detail 
on these salient aspects using more structured protocols or more intensive and 
focused questioning and docxmient review, and finally, to take tentative results 
and hypotheses back to the participants for verification, refinement, or 
correction. 
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Five sub-phases/-processes are seen as more specific to critical qualitative 
inquiry. Carspecken (1996) and Carspecken and Apple (1992) recommend, after 
creation of initial research questions, that a "loosely cyclical" series of stages be 
followed in the critical qualitative research project (Carspecken, p. 40): 1) 
compilation of a primary record (note-taking, audio taping, examination of 
student papers and on-line written conversation, collection of background 
information on students); 2) preliminary reconstructive analysis (analyzing the 
aforementioned data for interaction patterns and their meanings; tentatively 
identifying and articulating some themes or areas of importance in the data 
which merit closer study); 3) dialogical data generation (intensive conversing 
with participants through interviewing and discussion groups; generating data 
with students); 4) describing system relations (seeking to discover relations 
between the students' experiences with computer technology in FY Comp and 
those of the larger society; looking at the students' understanding of those 
relations); and 5) using system relations as explanations of findings (suggesting 
reasons for the experiences and cultural influences discovered in earlier phases) 
(pp. 41-44). We can see that the first three phases above correspond to 
orientation and overview, focused exploration, and to some extent, member 
checks. The remaining two are those most specific to critical qualitative research 
because they emphasize thinking relationally: connecting the local classroom 
level and the larger cultural influences that may be important in the study. 
These require the researcher to re-fociis the exploration in this more "relational" 
way and to engage in further, or more specialized, member checks. I will return 
to these stages later in this chapter in "Data Collection." 
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Research Site/Context 
ISU Students 
This section describes my study's research site and demonstrates its 
appropriateness for yielding trustworthy data. The ideal site of course is one 
where entry is possible; where the group, activities, and structures I want to study 
are present and somewhat varied; and where I can most likely develop trusting 
relationships with participants (Marshall & Rossman, 1995). 
Iowa State University, where I have taught composition courses and 
mentored teaching assistants in the English Department since 1983, is a large, 
midwestem, land grant university which enrolled 25,384 students in fall 1997 
(the semester this study was begim): 20,717 undergraduates and 5,679 freshmen. 
Although university statistics (ISU Office of Institutional Research, 1998) 
announce that Iowa State enrolls students from every covmty in Iowa and state 
in the nation, as well as from 111 foreign countries, in fact, 77.8 percent of 
students come from Iowa (with Illinois, Minnesota, and Nebraska contributing 
the next largest percentage of ISU students) and Polk and Story counties in Iowa 
sending the largest number of students to ISU (Stor>' County contains Ames, and 
Polk is the largest country in Iowa, located immediately south of Story and 
containing Des Moines, the capitol of Iowa). Furthermore, in 1997-1998, 87.4 
percent of ISU's students were white, with only 2.7 percent African American, 2.4 
percent Asian/Pacific Islander, 1.4 percent Hispanic, and 5.7 percent described as 
International. Of xmdergraduate students in the 1997-1998 academic year, 56.6 
percent were male and 43.4 percent female. Of 9,388 new freshmen applications 
for the 1997-1998 academic year, 8,515 were offered admission, for a new-
freshmen acceptance rate of 90.7 percent. For these freshmen, the mean ACT 
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composite score was 24.4 and the average high school GPA was 3.45. Ninety-two 
percent of these freshmen ranked in the top 50 percent of their high school class, 
and 26 percent ranked in the top 10 percent. After one semester in college, the 
fall 1997 mean GPA for freshmen men was 2.43 and for freshmen women, 2.55. 
Thirty-two percent of ISU's 1997 freshman class came from families in 
which the income is reported to be $50,000 - 74,999, while 16 percent came from 
families making $100,000 or over and an almost equal percentage (15 percent) 
were from families making less than $30,000. The largest nvimber of new male 
students in the fall of 1997 (81 percent) reported that they were attending college 
"to be able to get a better job" and the largest number of males (77 percent) also 
listed "to be very well off financially" as their life goal. Female undergraduates 
in the 1997-1998 academic year listed "to leam more about things" as their top 
reason for attending college (at 83 percent) and "to raise a family" as their top life 
goal (at 74 percent). 
First-Year Composition at ISU 
English 104 and 105 comprise the First-Year Composition two-course 
sequence. English 104 is described in the Instructor's Manual for English 104- 105 
as a course which "infroduces students to the fundamentals of academic writing" 
through a sequence of assigiunents calling for "observing, inferring, concluding, 
analyzing, summarizing, synthesizing, and evaluating" (p. 3). English 105 
focuses on argument and persuasion and is aimed at "preparing students to 
participate in the academic life of the uruversity." To this end "[sjtudents analyze 
argimients, they respond to arguments, and they construct their own arguments" 
in part through improving their "critical reading skills" (p. 5). As described in 
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"First-Year Composition and Critical Computer Literacy" in Chapter Two of this 
paper, English 104 and 105 may be taught in a traditional classroom (with no 
structured, in-class computer assistance) or on either a computer-enhanced or 
computer-intensive basis. I taught three computer-intensive sections of English 
105 in the fall 1997 and three in the spring 1998 semesters at Iowa State (the 
classes met three times a week for 50-minute periods in a computer lab), using 
technology as a primary and recurring generative theme, thus making the 
computer both a part of the critical literacy content of the course, as well as part of 
the course environment in which students wrote, read, and interacted. I 
gathered data in those classes which allowed me to look at how this approach 
affects the acquisition of critical literacy skills in FY Comp, most significantly, at 
students' perceptions of this interaction. I secured permission from both the 
Director of First-Year Composition, Dr. Margaret Graham, and the Chair of the 
English Department, Dr. Tom Kent, to conduct research in these classes. In 
addition, I received approval from the university Human Subjects Review 
Committee. 
The total initial enrollment in these six sections is 156 (26 students per 
section). Although it is very common for some to drop the course, my 
experience of teaching FY Comp since 1983 indicates that it is unusual for more 
than one or two students per section to drop or change sections and not be 
quickly replaced by others who need the course (although some limited attrition 
invariably occurs later in the semester). The initial dropping and adding take 
place within the first two weeks (the first 5-6 sessions) of the semester, and total 
ending enrollment was 147 in my six sections. Of course, not all who enrolled in 
my sections of English 105 opted to participate in the study (a total of six did not 
return the informed consent form, included as Appendix L), but participation 
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was very high (rt=145). In four of the six sections, participation was 100 percent. 
The apparent discrepancy between the total ending enrollment for the six 
sections (147), the number of participants (145), and the number who did not 
return the consent form (6) reflects the fact that some who signed and returned 
the cor\sent form dropped the course before the end of the semester. However, 
whatever data these students had contributed prior to their dropping of the 
course were still included in the study since they had agreed to participate and 
did not indicate that they wished to withdraw their data from the study. 
I have taught English 105 often enough and over a long enough time (as 
well as having served on the First-Year Composition Committee since 1992) to 
feel comfortable with my ability to accomplish the stated objectives of the course 
(as presented in the Instructor's Manual for English 104-105 and the Student's 
Guide to English 104-105): in addition, I have taught both English 105, as well as 
English 500 (the proseminar which prepares our TAs to teach 104-105), as 
computer-enhanced courses. I have also mentored several teaching assistants 
through their first and/or second semesters of teaching 104-105 in the computer 
lab on either an enhanced or intensive basis. 
Because I taught the course using the relatively common "generative-
theme" approach (see "Overall Approach and Rationale"), making technology 
my sectioris' generative theme, students were not participating in the study as 
something artificially grafted onto their English 105 semester. In fact, those who 
signed the consent form and therefore were officially participating in the study 
experienced nothing different than those who chose not to participate, in terms 
of the amount or type of work or activities they engaged in for the class. The 
difference was strictly in terms of whose material (doomnents, responses, 
interviews) I used as data. 
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In terms of there being a fertile mix of the people, interactions, and 
structures I wanted to study, it doesn't get much more fertile than FY Comp! 
Inasmuch as I didn't have "special" sections (Honors or 50/50 cross-ciiltural 
sections, for instance), my sections enrolled a completely random mix of 
students: some who placed out of English 104, some who had taken 105 before 
and were repeating it for a higher grade, some who had postponed taking it and 
were now taking it as upperclassmen, and some first-year students who arrived 
through the normal avenue of having taken English 104 in their first semester 
or year. About 64 percent of the students in my six classes were freshmen, 24 
percent were sophomores, nine percent were juniors, and the remaining three 
percent were seniors. There were some international students (a total of eight in 
all six sections combined, one of whom chose not to participate in the study), 
some American minorities (four in the six sections, one of whom chose not to 
participate in the study), and four older, returning students (three of whom were 
in their mid- to late-twenties, and one of whom was in her mid-fifties; all 
participated). There was a fairly predictable ratio of women to men; 40 percent of 
the students over the six sections were women. In four of the sections, the ratio 
of women to men was close to 50-50; however, in two classes there were 
considerably fewer women than men (six women out of 26 students and seven 
out of 26 students), a not unusual profile for the occasional FY Comp class at 
Iowa State given the overall ratio of men to women in the undergraduate 
population. 
There was a random mix of majors represented in my six sections, 
although in fall 1997, I had nine members of a university-designated "learning 
team" represented in one of my three sections. These students were all 
Agricultural Business majors and had at least one other class together as well as 
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some regular out-of-dass contact. Overall, the most frequently represented 
majors were those in the College of Agriculture (including Agricultural 
Biochemistry, Agricultxiral Business, Animal Science, Agricultural Studies, 
Agricultural Systems Technology, Agronomy, Genetics, and Microbiology). The 
second most frequently represented major in my six sections, in numbers almost 
equal to those for Agricultural majors, was engineering-related: Pre-Agricultural 
Engineering, Pre-Chemical Engineering, Pre-Civil Engineering, Pre-Computer 
Engineering, Pre-Electrical Engineering, Pre-Industrial Engineering, Pre-
Mechaiucal Engineering, etc. After this, most students were in the College of 
Business and listed Pre-Business as their major. Liberal Arts and Sciences was 
the fourth-most represented major, followed by Elementary Education. After 
this, there was a sprinkling of Art and Design majors, Pre-Architecture majors. 
Child and Family Services majors. Psychology and Sociology majors, and one or 
two each of Music; English; Computer Science; Pre-Joumalism and Mass 
Commxmication; Preprofessional Health; Hotel, Restaurant, and Institution 
Management; and Exercise and Sport Science majors. 
Also important for my study, the students represented a wide range of 
ability, experience, and comfort levels with the computer. Information from 
ISU's Office of Institutional Research shows that, overall, new freshmen in 1997-
1998 reported that 76 percent of males and 69 percent of females had used a 
personal computer "frequently" during the year preceding the survey. During 
the same time period, 41 percent of these males and 43 percent of females 
reported that they spent one - two hotirs per week "exploring the Internet," 
while 20 percent of males and 28 percent of females said they spent no time each 
week at this activity, and only 6 and 4 percent respectively said they spent greater 
than twenty hours each week on the Internet. In "Findings and Data Analysis" I 
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will look at responses specific to my students about their level of comfort and 
experience with the computer before coming to English 105 and descriptions of 
how computer technology is used in their other classes. In my six sections, I had 
only one student who had virtually no experience on the computer; this was an 
international student. At the other end of the continuum, I had a few computer 
science majors and students who had done programming and assembling of 
computers. The majority of course fell into the middle, having had some 
experience both at home and at school with a computer, generally mentioning 
having written several papers on the computer, playing some games, doing 
some exploration of the Internet—often for a research project in high school—and 
using e-mail. 
For several reasons I didn't experience difficulty establishing and 
maintaining students' trust in this research endeavor. First, I was not doing 
anything in the 105 classes that seemed added on or like more work to the 
students, nor did I have to be covert about the project. The project interfered 
with neither their major objective in the class (doing the work and getting a 
decent grade) nor mine (helping students to improve their reading, writing, and 
thinking skills) and in fact should have enhanced both. Secondly, students could 
of course choose not to participate, could withdraw their consent at any time 
(although none did), and I checked with several of them for their input on some 
of my findings. Finally, I have never had a problem establishing good working 
relationships with students; because of the nature of the class and the teaching it 
requires (individualized and labor-intensive), I give them individual attention 
both in class and out, and get good evaluations from students. 
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The Researcher 
I am going to develop in your presence as fully and freely as I can the 
train of thought that led me to think this. . . At any rate when a subject 
is highly controversial . . . one cannot hope to tell the truth. One can 
only show how one came to hold whatever opinion one does hold. 
One can only give one's audience the chance of drawing their own 
conclusions as they observe the limitations, the prejudices, the 
idiosyncrasies of the speaker. . . (Virginia Woolf, A Room of One's 
Own. 1929, qtd. in Qualley, 1997, p. 8) 
One concept in the qualitative research paradigm relative to the 
researcher's role emerges as particularly important: the researcher as the 
"instrument." In my study, realizing I am the "instrument," although it is a 
very mechanistic-soimding metaphor, actually means anything but taking a 
mechanical and instrumental, means-ends approach to my students and their 
information. On the contrary, it necessarily meant demonstrating strong 
interpersonal skills and a genuine interest in the perspectives of my students, 
thinking of them in many ways as co-researchers, not merely as sources of data. 
My study—indeed, the class itself—was predicated on the idea that my students 
and I were mutually engaged in attempting to determine how they are affected by 
cultural assumptions and expectations about digital technology, and how these 
influences in turn affect the development of critical literacy, specifically critical 
computer literacy, in the FY Comp classroom. I saw myself as working with my 
students, and the transcripts of the focus-group interviews (one of which is 
attached as Appendix M) reveal this research relationship clearly. 
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Part of the responsibility of the qualitative researcher must be to 
acknowledge his/her non-neutrality; I of course am also affected by cultural 
assumptions about technology, but my critical literacy skills are also more 
developed than those of my students. While this "cannot magically lift us into a 
transcendent realm of immunity to cultural images. . . it ought to help guard 
against the feeling of comfortable oneness with culture and to foster a healthy 
skepticism about the pleasures and powers it offers" (Bordo, 1993, qtd. in 
Takayoshi, 1996, p. 198). However, my own "healthy skepticism" is actually a 
separate issue from the development of the students' perspectives. I did not 
know what I would find in terms of patterns of attitudes and openness to critical 
thinking about computer technology. I would have been quite gratified—even 
relieved—to find that students are already well on the way to developing their 
critical literacy skills, especially in relation to computer technology, but I also 
would have viewed it as a useful result to find that students have difficulty with 
this, and particularly to find some patterns of difficulty and of "breakthrough," 
and thus be able to point the way to directions we perhaps need to take in 
education to facilitate this important skill and habit of mind. 
Certainly I would be remiss if I did not trace a short chronology of events 
in my professional life which was an important catalyst for this project. It is my 
responsibility as the critical qualitative researcher to locate myself in the accoimt 
in order to strengthen validity and reliability and to provide necessary context for 
readers as they look at the data and my analysis and interpretations thereof. I 
began teaching FY Comp in the English Department at ISU in 1983; by the late 
1980s and into the 1990s, I had added other courses to my teaching repertoire. 
During that time, I witnessed, as did every composition teacher in nearly every 
English department in the nation, a tremendous development and surge of 
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computer technology into the teaching of college composition. ISU, as indicated 
in an earlier section, built and implemented computer labs across the campus at 
a fast pace, and instructors were urged to teach their composition classes in those 
labs. Inevitably, it was primarily new and untenured iristructors and teaching 
assistants who received these assignments or who most strongly felt the pressure 
to adapt their teaching to this new environment, while iiistructors with more 
seniority more often chose not to try this change. Because of an early and not 
unusual combination of conditions—a paucity of lab monitors to help teachers; 
problems with hardware, software, and networking; and faculty unwillingness to 
attend training sessions when they believed the information would soon be 
outdated—I perceived that instructors became divided on the issue of teaching in 
the lab. Some loved it and some hated it; some were extremely successful and 
some told horror stories of frozen computers and wasted class periods while a lab 
monitor was sought to correct a problem. Some said, "I just don't see what 
you're supposed to DO in there," while others said it was the most positive 
teaching experience they had had, and the most rewarding for their students. 
Most of the negatives were, in retrospect, no doubt the natural growing 
pains attendant upon this change in the field of composition, as detailed in the 
"FY Comp and Critical Computer Literacy" section of this paper, and what 
happened at ISU is surely not significantly different from developments at many 
other colleges and universities. People quickly came to understand—indeed, 
many understood from the outset—that teaching composition in a computer lab 
means more than making superficial changes in one's teaching (one does not 
simply take the "show on the road," or in this case, into the computer lab); it 
means changing one's philosophy and outlook on what it means to teach and to 
teach composition, specifically. There were those who embraced this change. 
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those who adapted to it more slowly but just as effectively, and those who 
resisted it (and still resist it). I resisted it for a few years before beginning to 
gradually adapt to it, because I could not find a way to reconcile my beliefs about 
what it means to teach reading, writing, and thinking with what I perceived to be 
the environment of the computer lab. I was skeptical enough about the 
appropriateness of the lab environment for the teaching of composition that I 
believed I would be compromising my effectiveness as an instructor if I taught in 
those circumstances. I was particularly bothered by what I believed, and still do 
believe, to be an insidious and almost inevitable absorption of the instructor, the 
students, and the curriculum into the demands of the "machine." I believed 
there was an unacceptably high likelihood of too much of the planning, teaching, 
and learning being dictated by the computer's presence and nature. It felt to me 
too much like a matter of having to use the computers because they were there, 
not because I could see a strongly defensible reason to complement my teaching 
with them. 
However, after much reading of the literature in the burgeoning field of 
computers and composition, after observing and assisting novice and more 
experienced instructors in their own lab teaching, and after team-teaching a 
proseminar for TAs that took place partially in the computer lab, I asked for my 
first assignment of an English 105 computer-enhanced section (meaning that the 
class met in the lab every third class session). I caimot say that I became a true 
believer after that first experience, nor have I become one even yet, after having 
taught sections in the lab on an intensive basis, but I do believe there is a place 
for carefully conceived and implemented composition instruction in the lab, as 
long as it is accompanied by a strong component of critical thinking about the 
computer. I believe that if we are going to "look through" the computer (using it 
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as a tool, another mediiim for reading, writing, and thinking), we must also 
"look at" it and become aware of its nature and its effects, both intended and 
xmintended, so as to preserve our agency in its presence—for instance, when we 
teach and leam with it. 
A pivotal question I have returned to personally many times and which I 
implicitly ask my participants to deal with throughout their "Computers, Critical 
Literacy, and Composition" semester with me is more eloquently articulated by 
Feenberg (1991): 
Must hvunan beings submit to the harsh logic of the machine, or can 
technology be redesigned to better serve its creators? This is the question 
on which the future of industrial civilization depends ... If technology is 
neutral, then its immense and often disturbing social and environmental 
impacts are accidental side effects of progress. Much oirrent debate 
polarizes around the question of whether these side effects outweigh the 
benefits. .. Too often technology and culture are reified and opposed to 
each other in arguments about the 'trade-offs' between efficiency and 
substantive goals such as participation or environmental compatibility, 
(pp. v-vi) 
I don't believe that, in education in general and in college composition 
teaching in partioilar, we have dealt satisfactorily with the question of the extent 
to which we must "submit to the harsh logic of the machine." Certainly our 
students will not automatically entertain this question. Yet it is central to my 
teaching in that it entails the ability to think critically about and perhaps affect 
the conditions of our lives. 
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Course Description of Six Sections of English 105: "Computers. Critical Thinking. 
and Composition" 
The Classroom: Ross Hall 15. Ross Hall, on the ISU campus, is a six-story 
building built in 1972 that houses the departments of English, History, and 
Political Science as well as many faculty offices and some classrooms. The 
ground and first floors are devoted to classrooms, all but one of which are 
designed to accommodate not more than thirty students. Among these 
classrooms are four computer labs (classrooms converted to computer labs 
within the past ten years), two on the ground floor and two on the first floor. 
Each computer classroom is a long, narrow rectangle with 26 computer stations 
arranged along both sides of two long tables. Given the automatic erirollment of 
26 in each section of FY Comp, each station was occupied in my six sections for 
most of the semester. There is also a "main" desk where the teacher or a lab 
monitor may sit, for a total of 27 computers. The rooms are carpeted and 
students sit in cushioned, rollered chairs with backs; the heights of the chairs can 
be adjusted. Ross 15, which is quite similar to the other three computer labs in 
Ross and which is the classroom in which all 6 of my sections met for this study, 
has a white board measuring 4' by 6' at one of the narrow ends (there is a white 
board at the opposite end as well, but because of its orientation, this board is 
visible by students only when they first enter the room and so it is not used for 
class material). There is at least one station in the room from which the main 
white board is not visible. The room is equipped with an overhead projector and 
pull-down screen and a TV/VCR imit built into an upper comer. There is a 
large bulletin board (larger than either white board) on each of the long, side 
walls of the room. A large cabinet (measuring 6.5' by 22") occupies a comer in 
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the same end of the room as the xisable white board; paper and other supplies for 
the printer are stored in this cabinet. There is a phone. There is no clock or 
windows. I did not have a lab monitor in the classroom during class, although I 
could phone one and he/she could generally come from another of the three labs 
in Ross, if necessary. 
The computer technology in this lab included PowerMacs 7300s equipped 
with Microsoft Office Suite—which included Word 6.0—Netscape, Telnet, and 
DIWE (Daedalus Integrated Writing Environment), all of which were networked 
on a Novell 4.11 server. The monitors are color, and there is a laser printer in 
the room. Every ISU student is billed a nominal computer-use fee each semester 
to pay for the equipment in the labs as well as virtually unlimited printing. 
These computers are compatible with and are linked to most other computer labs 
and systems on the campus, including the university e-mail system (each 
student automatically receives an e-mail address upon eruroUment), the 
university library on-line catalog (SCHOLAR), as well as computer labs in the 
dorms. 
Ross 15's room measurements, configuration, and resulting free space are 
of some importance to the context of the study inasmuch as a persistent difficxilty 
students reported was being able to see each other over or arovmd the computers 
and to arrange their rollered chairs into small groupings, either at a computer for 
small-group work or away from the computers for a small-group discussion. 
Students very commonly remarked that they felt they didn't know many other 
people in the class, even though the classes were relatively small: 26 students in 
each. They reported feeling as if they knew only the people sitting immediately 
on either side of them. Although students did not have assigned seats and were 
encouraged to move aroxmd to new locations in the room from one class to the 
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next, most preferred to stay at one station throughout the semester (and in fact 
many came to think of that computer as "their" computer). In addition, to 
facilitate contact among more students in the class, I deliberately grouped 
different students together for small-group discussions. Still, as one student put 
it near the end of the semester, "It [all the computers] really does take up a lot of 
room. All you've got is the computer. And the guy next to you!" 
Ross 15 is a narrow rectangle, measuring approximately 20' by 30". The 
two long banks, or tables, each measure 4' by 21', and each contains 12-14 
computers, 6 or 7 on each side. This leaves three long aisles (one up the middle 
and one on either side of the room) for people to move up and down and in 
which students lay their coats and backpacks (there are six hooks on one of the 
walls for coats, but these generally are not used). With the chairs unoccupied and 
pushed completely against the tables, the middle aisle measures about 5" by 21', 
while one side aisle measure 3.5' by 21' and the other, about 5.5' by 21'. At the 
end of this somewhat wider aisle is the large storage cabinet, so its width narrows 
considerably for the last 6 feet. 
Although each comer is shaped and sized somewhat differently and is 
consequently difficult to measure and average, floor space in each of the four 
comers averages about 5' by 7.5'. Students found these areas cramped in which 
to assemble as smaller groups of five or six. The chairs, although very 
comfortable when stationary, do not roll easily on the carpet, and this also made 
attempting to rearrange the room/students into configurations other than 
individuals at computers relatively difficult and awkward. Sometimes, when 
assembling in small groups in comers of the room, students would opt to sit on 
the floor rather than maneuver the chairs. 
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Each student has a width of table approximately 3.5' in front of him/her, 
about 18" of which is occupied by the keyboard and a bit more of which is 
occupied by the mousepad; working on something that does not involve tj^ing 
at the computer requires either moving the keyboard and moxisepad aside, or 
pushing back from the table altogether and using one's lap as a desk. Each 
computer monitor is about 23" high, so when seated, a student effectively carmot 
see over his/her computer. 
As a whole, the room is efficiently set up as a computer lab to be used for 
individuals working at computers and occasionally directing their attention to 
one focal point (the overhead, the white board, the TV) or conferring with 
students seated within one or at the most two stations of each other on the same 
side of a long bank. The room is not conducive to other sorts of physical 
teaching arrangements. 
The Course: Purpose and Texts. The introductory paragraph on the 
syllabus to my English 105 course, "Computers, Critical Thinking, and 
Composition," describes the class and its purpose this way (a complete course 
overview and syllabus are attached as Appendices A and B): 
GENERAL PURPOSE: English 105 focuses on developing your skills as 
a reader and as a writer. You will be asked to summarize, analyze, and 
respond to a variety of readings, so close reading will be essential. You 
will leam and practice the principles of argumentation and study the 
power of language. You will prepare a research paper, the principle 
assigrunent in which your research skills and knowledge of 
doctmientation will be demonstrated. Finally, you must meet the 
English Department's correctness standard in order to pass the course. 
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Students were familiarized with the general requirements of the course on 
the first day of class: they would write 6-7 papers varying in length from about 
500 to 1,200 words (at least one of which had to be a revision of an earlier paper), 
as well as complete several in-class exercises, come to class having read the 
assigned essays and pages from the handbook, have at least one individual 
conference with me, and abide by the course attendance policy. (See Appendix A 
for complete details on course policies.) 
On the first day of class, students also were introduced to the course's 
organization aroimd the generative theme of digital technology, primarily by 
noting that we were, located in a computer lab for each class session and by 
introducing them to their texts. Reqxiired texts for the course were the ISU 
English Department's Student's Guide to 104-105. Elements of Argument, edited 
by Rottenberg (1997), The Little. Brown Handbook, by Fowler, Aaron, and 
Brittenham (1998), and CyberReader. edited by Vitanza (1996). Elements of 
Argument contains an entire section, "The Digital Revolution," which includes 
essays by Nicholas Negroponte, John Perry Barlow, Clifford Stoll, and Neil 
Postman. The introduction to this section of the book includes the following 
orienting comments: 
. . . there is no doubt that the acceleration of computer technology has 
produced enormous changes in all our lives. . . In the words of Nicholas 
Negroponte, professor of media technology at the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology, 'Every technology or gift of science has its dark side.' We 
have already identified some of the problems: loss of emplo5nnent, 
invasion of privacy, xmscrupulous use of the technology, isolation from 
the physical world, and other people. In time we will undoubtedly solve 
some of these problems, but others will remain. (Rottenberg, 1997, p. 407) 
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Vitanza's CyberReader is, as the title suggests, an entire book of essays 
devoted to the course's generative theme. As Vitanza says in his book's 
introduction. 
The purpose of this book is to introduce you to the Internet (the Net) 
and the World Wide Web (WWW). Unlike many such books on the 
market, however, CyberReader invites you to reflect on the 
technology that has made available this new mode of information 
and the rapid changes that have come with it. More simply put, this 
book is about change—about how technology is extending our lives 
and everything around us geometrically. Exponentially, (p. vii) 
Vitanza's book has an accompanying Website—"a virtual, updated set of 
news and notes about the book" (p. ix), which students can consult to find 
further iiiformation about the topics they read about in this book. These two 
readers were selected both for their wide variety of readings on several of the 
topics related to digital technology and for their tendency to point out and call 
into question cultural assumptions about technology. 
We also talked within the first two class sessions, and repeatedly 
throughout the semester, about what it means to be a critical thinker; I find that 
students at this level generally don't have a good grasp of this and even lack a 
meaningful vocabulary to talk about it. They can easily have the misconception 
that thinking critically means "criticizing," as in "being negative" about a topic or 
finding fault with someone or something. This is quite a difficult 
misapprehension to disabuse some students of. I find it helpful to intersperse 
class use of the term "critical" with "analytical" and even "reasoning" to try to 
encourage first-year students who are inclined to maintain and defend 
comfortable, familiar, but perhaps inflexible and immature worldviews, to see 
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the activity as a partictdar way of thinking—an attitude—which marks a 
willingness to look deeply and questioningly at an idea and doesn't close down 
thinking based on pre-existing biases or jump to premature or permanent 
judgment. Drawing on the work of Johnson (1992), I introduce students to a 
deliberate and systematic explanation of the often-nebulous concept of critical 
thinking, pointing out that, first and foremost, critical thinking is not just a 
series of steps or a collection of information on a topic, but a combination of 
being knowledgeable (and continually seeking more information), having an 
inquiring attitude (a particular frame of mind in which ideas are approached and 
continually re-evaluated), and developing thinking habits which permit the 
individual to construct, interpret, and criticize argiiments. 
Johnson's descriptors of critical thinkers, and the criteria I urge first-year 
students to apply to themselves and their evaluations of new as well as familiar 
ideas, are these: critical thinkers 1) use evidence to reason their way to a position; 
2) know the likely objections to various positions on a topic; 3) evaluate various 
positions by imcovering and assessing the arguments' assumptions and 
consequences; 4) realize and limit the effects of emotions and prejudices on their 
thinking; 5) are willing to revise their positions to accommodate others' 
arguments or new, perhaps contrary evidence; 6) recognize the importance of 
clarity in thinking and expression; 7) are unimpressed by the simple force with 
which someone asserts a position when there is no accompanying reasoning or 
evidence; and 8) always stop to think before making a judgment (pp. 75-76). 
Helping students imderstand what it means to think critically involves at 
the most fundamental level asking them to develop the habit of looking beneath 
the taken-for-granted surfaces and presumably inevitable arrangements and 
opinions which comprise their worldviews. Berlin (1988) describes this approach 
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to teaching first-year composition as "sodal-epistemic," and Crusius (1991) says it 
ultimately empowers students by "first making them aware of why things are as 
they are, and then, second, by way of this understanding, to see that current 
arrangements have not always existed and can be altered" (p. 63). Starting from 
their already existing positions/ imderstandings, Berlin (1988), drawing from 
Therbom, suggests that students start to ask these basic questions about social 
issues: "What exists? What is good? What is possible?" (p. 479) and refine them 
with these: "To whom does [a given version of the truth, a particular position or 
worldview] designate power? Who benefits ft-om a given version of the truth? 
How are the material benefits of society distributed [as a result of this particular 
worldview]? What is the relation of this distribution to social relations? Do 
these relations encourage conflict?" (p. 489). 
Finally, as part of the students' orientation to the class, I introduced them 
to the idea of cultural assumptions about digital technology (we called these by 
various labels during the semester: cultural assumptions, expectations, values, 
and beliefs about technology). Using Haas's (1996) basic list of three such cultural 
assumptions—technology is neutral, technology is all-powerful, and technology is 
not our job (p. 21)~students talked briefly within the first two or three class 
sessions about how they had or had not seen these beliefs play out in their 
experiences with computer technology to that point. To help students 
understand the concept of a cultural myth, we talked about other, more readily 
recognizable cultural assumptions which have tended to be widely accepted and 
have come to be questioned only with a great deal of effort and focused attention, 
such as those having to do with gender stereotypes (moms stay home with the 
kids and dads earn the majority of the money; boys are inherentiy better at math 
and science than are girls), family arrangements/ sexual orientation stereot5rpes 
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(a family is two, opposite-sex, heterosexual parents and their children), and 
socioeconomic class (lower-class children almost always do poorly in school; kids 
in the suburbs are better students). In all, then, students were presented with the 
idea of "stepping back" or distancing themselves somewhat from ideas they have 
probably heretofore not thought explicitly about so that they could engage in 
Thomas's "modest re-thinking of some comfortable thoughts." 
Data Collection 
To a very great extent, as explained earlier, the work students did for the 
class was part of the data collection process in the research project, so to describe 
the data collection is perforce to describe the class assigiiments, and vice versa. In 
general, I did not use the six major papers the students wrote during the 
semester as direct sources of data, although I did use them in some cases as 
indications of ways in which students were understanding or not understanding 
readings and underlying ideas in the class. For instance, I sometimes used 
students' papers to identify and note in my fieldnotes (my ongoing analytical 
notes and journal about the project and the data) a common theme or pattern in 
their way of approaching the topic of digital technology's social effects (this will 
be discussed in Chapter 4). The class reading and writing assigrunents, then, 
dovetailed with and to some extent dictated data collection instruments and 
their timing. 
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Major Writing Assignments 
Of the six major papers the students wrote during the semester, only two— 
"Images of Technology in Advertising" (#2) and the research paper, "Critical 
Thinking about Technology" (#5)~had to address the topic of digital technology. 
Obviously I assigned readings from other topic sections in Elements of 
Argument, from which some class activities were created, and from which 
students could choose topics for papers #1,3, 4, and 6 (using technology as a topic 
was always an option for these fovu: papers too, however). Each of the six papers 
is described below and complete assignment sheets and accompanying basic 
explanatory material for each of the six papers are attached as Appendices D-H. 
Note that these are basic assignments common to First-Year Composition 
courses at ISU as well as at other schools. They have been only slightly 
modified/tailored in terms of subject matter and emphasis in some cases, to fit 
the purpose of my six sections of FY Comp, "Computers, Critical Thinking, and 
Composition." Note that the final major writing assignment. Paper #6, was a 
revision of one of the earlier papers and what constitutes a successful revision is 
explained to students in their English 105 overview and policy handout 
(Appendix A). 
Paper #1, "Summary" (Appendix D), was just what its title implies: 
students wrote a 300-500 word recapitulation of an essay from one of their texts 
in order to gain facility with imderstanding, restating, and condensing another 
writer's point of view. Simunarizing acctirately is a valued skill, not only 
because it is useful to students in a variety of ways in their future academic and 
professional careers, but because the students' developing mastery of this can be 
seen as gauges of their ability to cognitively de-center: 
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. . . summary writing can promote dialectic thinking by forcing students 
to articulate ideas different from their own. In summarizing another 
person's ideas, the student must temporarily abandon his or her own 
perspective to assxmie what is often an imfamiliar point of view. . . 
[The student must] imagine alternative world views. (Bean, 1986, p. 
344) 
Writing accurate summaries was an important thinking and writing skill 
in these six sections of English 105 and one which students had to draw on 
repeatedly and develop as they progressed through the semester's assignments. 
The second paper, "Images of Technology in Advertising" (Appendix E), 
asked students to analyze how a print ad about technology is designed to 
promote the product or service. Students had to determine the ad's audience, 
what that audience's values are, and how the ad appeals to those values. This 
assignment not only readied students for the more difficult "Rhetorical 
Analysis" (Paper #3), but also helped them sharpen their growing awareness of 
cultural assumptions about technology and how these are often intertwined with 
capitalism's values. 
"Rhetorical Analysis" (Appendix F) asked students to determine an 
author's purpose in writing a given essay, to notice what he/she is doing in the 
writing of the essay to accomplish that purpose, and to evaluate how successfully 
the author achieves that purpose. In other words, students were asked in Paper 
#3 to approach an essay with their "writers' eyes," and to work with it, not on the 
level of responding to its ideas, but by analyzing it as a piece of writing. This is 
notoriously difficult for first-year students to do; they tend to sununarize the 
essay and then respond with agreement or disagreement to the writer's opinion, 
as the distancing necessary to an analysis is a more sophisticated and less familiar 
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process for them. As mentioned above, the practice of having analyzed an ad in 
the assigrmient immediately preceding this analysis paper is very useful in 
helping students see the difference between looking at what a text is saying and 
looking at what it is doing. This assignment furthers the students' developing 
ability to step back from and think critically about something, in this case another 
type of text. 
Paper #4, "Analyzing Why Disputants Disagree" (Appendix G), extended 
the students' development of analysis abilities from one text to two. Specifically, 
students were asked in this assigrunent to look at why authors with alternative 
viewpoints on one issue take those positions by imcovering the authors' 
different values, assumptions, and beliefs, and how those differing worldviews 
are revealed in each essay's use of different facts or interpretations of facts, 
definitions, and metaphors or analogies. Students were reminded to avoid 
approaching the assigrunent with the mindset of discovering which author is 
"right," or which is the one each student might agree with individually, but 
rather to notice that 
People reach different conclusions about an issue because they have 
different experiences, values, and beliefs. It's not that one person 
understands the situation better than the others, or that one is better 
informed. In fact, different positions are usually based on the same 
information. The differences arise from different interpretations of the 
information. (Batteiger, 1994, p. 48) 
Again, this assignment was designed to deepen and extend students' 
ability to think critically and write about ideas and how they are presented by 
various authors. In particular. Paper #4 required students to deal productively 
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with more than one competing viewpoint—in a way, in other words, that goes 
beyond simple, knee-jerk responses of agreement or disagreement. 
Finally, Paper #5, the research paper (Appendix H), was the primary 
assignment in which students' ability to locate, evaluate, and incorporate useful 
material from several sources was important. For these six sections of English 
105, students were asked to choose an issue that would require their "Critical 
Thinking about Technology" (the paper's title). Students could choose from a 
lengthy list of broad topic areas—Gender and Technology, Censorship and the 
Net, Educational Uses of Technology, Socioeconomics and Technology, 
Technology and the Environment, Technology and Agricultural Applications, 
Technology and Medical Applications—within which there were even more 
possibilities, or, with my approval, could develop and suggest an issue on their 
own. (Notice that for this assigiunent, "technology" was used in its more generic 
sense, broadened beyond simply "computers.") 
Students' purpose in Paper #5 was, relative to their chosen technology 
issue, to acknowledge and show a thorough understanding of viewpoints on that 
issue other than their own; refute, make concessions to, or synthesize with their 
own view alternative ways of looking at the issue they were researching; and use 
their technology topic to make a larger point about our culture. Thus, this 
assignment functioned as the denoueoient of their semester of "looking at and 
through" technology, requiring students to demonstrate the various reading, 
writing, and thinking skills they had been developing throughout the term. 
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Data Collection Instruments and Articulation among Assignments. Instruments, 
and Critical Qualitative Research Stages 
I used four primary data collection instruments and these were 
complemented in various ways by my observations and longer docimient 
analysis (of a limited number of major writing assignments, as noted above). 
These four primary instruments were designed (and samples of them included 
in my proposal in the fall of 1997) and they were slightly modified in some cases 
between the first and second semesters of the study. They were designed to 
collect data for the three general qualitative research stages described by Lincoln 
and Guba (1985) as orientation and overview, focused exploration, and member 
checks, and refined according to Carspecken and Apple's (1992) and Carspecken's 
(1996) five stages specific to critical qualitative research: 1) compilation of a 
primary record: 2) preliminary reconstructive analysis (analyzing the 
aforementioned data for interaction patterns and their meanings; tentatively 
identifying and articulating some themes or areas of importance in the data 
which merited closer study); 3) dialogical data generation (intensive conversing 
with participants through interviewing and discussion groups; generating data 
with students); and 4) describing system relations (seeking to discover relations 
between the students' experiences with computer technology in FY Comp and 
those of the larger society; looking at the students' imderstanding of those 
relations) ; and 5) using system relations as explanations of findings (suggesting 
reasons for the experiences and cultural influences discovered in earlier phases) 
(Carspecken, 1996, pp. 41-44). The first three stages of Carspecken's scheme 
correspond to orientation and overview, focused exploration, and to some 
extent, member checks in the Lincoln and Guba scheme. The remaining two 
stages in the Carspecken scheme, however—describing system relations and using 
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system relations as explanatioris of findings—are those most specific to critical 
qualitative research because they emphasize thinking relationally, cormecting 
the local classroom experience to larger culttiral forces. 
Accordingly, I began with more general questions, document review, and 
observations in order to gather enough information to begin to understand what 
was salient in my attempt to leam FY Comp students' perspectives of the process 
of developing their critical literacy in the computer lab. We had some class 
discussion about the readings, using a combination of DIWE (Daedalus 
Integrated Writing Environment), small groups, and large group discussion 
formats. Students had written two papers by the five- or six-week mark in the 
semester, the second of which, "Images of Technology in Advertising," called 
upon them to analyze a print ad for technology. These activities were designed 
to begin to create for students the mindset of looking harder, more questioningly, 
and farther below the surface appearances of and messages about technology with 
which our culture surrounds us. I worked individually with the students on 
their technology ad papers, and could, through this one-to-one interaction in and 
outside of class, begin to get a feeling for how well individuals were able to do 
this sort of analysis (i. e., re-think some of their comfortable thoughts; step back 
from and think about a previously completely taken-for-granted reality). The 
aforementioned activities comprised the orientation and overview and some of 
the compilation of primary record data collection processes along with the first 
two specially designed instruments described below. 
Note that, because the data collection was conducted during class time as 
part of class activities, the respoi\se rate for each ir\strument was, for all practical 
purposes, 100 percent. The only way that I could have failed to collect data for a 
student on a particular instrument was if that student was absent on a day that 
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an in-class activity comprised data collection. In that case, the student was asked 
to complete the activity (e. g., technology narrative, general questiormaire) and 
submit it. In only a very few instances (fewer than five for both semesters) was I 
unable to collect data from someone who had been absent on a day of data 
collection, but this does not mean that there are students for whom I have no 
data; rather, it means that for these very few students, I was unable to collect all 
three or four of the primary pieces of data (depending on whether the student 
completed the Focused Questions in writing or in a group interview). Because so 
many students were enrolled in the class and participating in the study, I had 
overall amounts of data that were more than adequate, and so, within reason, I 
did not aggressively pursue each missing questionnaire. 
Instrument #1: Technology Narrative. About three-four weeks into the 
semester, students responded to a writing prompt (included as Appendix I) on 
the computer which asked them to think about what their experiences with 
computer technology had been and to write a "technology narrative" about their 
prior, perhaps defining and foundational, experiences with computer 
technology, a method very commonly recommended to encourage students to 
become more conscious of their formation by larger cultural forces (Berlin, 1991; 
Bleich, 1988; Fox, 1990; Hourigan, 1994; Kermedy, 1990; Takayoshi, 1996b; 
Villanueva, 1991). Takayoshi, for iiistance, laments that students have very few 
if any other opportunities to think about the "narratives about technology 
present in their cultures and then position themselves in relation to those 
narratives" (1996b, p. 201). My participants wrote these technology narratives 
therefore as part of the process of beginning to look ^ rather than 
unproblematically through, technology because, as Takayoshi points out. 
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"[wjithout having been asked in other classes to think about technology, it may 
be revelatory for students to realize just how ubiquitous technology is and has 
been in their lives" (p. 201). 
Instrument #2: General Questionnaire. Between about the six-week mark 
and midterm of the semester, students completed a written questiormaire during 
class time (again, presented on the computer). Included as Appendix J, the 
questiormaire asked about students' prior experiences and resulting comfort 
level with digital technology, their experience of thiiiking critically, how they 
might be affected by ciiltural assumptions about digital technology, and in 
general, how the class's focus and activities were affecting their writing and 
thiiiking thus far. This data collection completed the orientation and overview 
and compilation of primary record stages and, after analysis, began the segue into 
the focused exploration and preliminary reconstructive analysis phases. 
Instrument #3: Focused Questiormaire. Based on my analysis of the most 
useful data to this point (the autobiographical technology narrative and the 
general questiormaire)—both as individual pieces of information and in 
recombinations—and on my fieldnotes, I was then able to move more decisively 
into the focused exploration, preliminary reconstructive analysis, and member 
checking processes as some categories or patterns of possible importance began to 
emerge in the data (as presented in Chapter Four). Based on this analysis, within 
the last three weeks of the semester I began administering Focused 
Questionnaire (Appendix K), in which I pinpointed the particular issues that 
seemed salient to the students' perspective of their development of critical 
literacy in computer-intensive FY Comp and ask them to comment on these 
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issues. These Focused Questionnaires were presented on the computer as a 
series of five or six short- to extended-answer essay questions; students were 
permitted to respond to them during class time and were encouraged to look at 
the questions as a way of begiiming to think more critically about their upcoming 
research paper assignment. Many students showed on the Focused 
Questiormaire that their critical computer literacy was developing to the point 
that they began the process of describing system relations (relating the conditions 
of their own lives to larger forces). 
Instrument #4: Focus-Group Interviews. Within the last three weeks of 
each semester, I formed focus groups (a total of six groups, each comprising four-
six students) based on patterns of responses particular individuals gave over the 
semester on the major data collections to that point; these patterns seemed to 
place some students into categories depicting their relationship to and attitude 
about digital technology. LeCompte and Preissle (1993) describe this narrowing 
and focusing as "theoretical sampling" (p. 252). In the most general sense, I 
selected for participation in these focus-group interviews students who had 
demonstrated a reasonably strong ability to think critically about computer 
technology. The focus-group discussions were conducted during class time in a 
room separate from the regular class, they were audiotaped, and the tapes were 
subsequently trariscribed. In some cases, follow-up questions were asked and 
answered via e-mail. A sample focus-group interview transcript is included as 
Appendix M. 
These focus-group interviews constituted most specifically the dialogical 
data generation and describing system relations phases of the critical qualitative 
project. For the most part, these interviews' data were repetitious of that 
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gathered from the Focused Questiormaire, above, but because of the interview 
setting, the opportimity to respond in oral rather than written form, and the 
opportimity to engage in discussion with each other rather than simply respond 
to me, emphasis could be shifted and deepened among two or three of the four to 
five Foctis questions. Therefore, the information gathered from these 
deliberately selected students in the interviews is not so much different from 
that gathered in the written questiormaires as it is more detailed. 
Thus, an overview of the timing of the data collection episodes looks like 
this: Technology Narrative (Weeks 3-4); General Questiormaire (Weeks 6-8); 
Focused Questiormaire and Focus-Group Interviews (Weeks 13-15). 
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS (BASELINE) 
Data Analysis Strategies: An Overview 
. . . analysis can be viewed as a staged process by which a whole 
phenomenon is divided into its components and then reassembled 
under various new rubrics. (LeCompte & Preissle, 1993, p. 237) 
According to Marshall and Rossman (1995) analytic procedures can be 
divided into foiir "modes": organizing the data; generating categories, themes, 
and patterns out of the various organizations of the data; looking for other ways 
to organize and explain the data; and writing about the data, which facilitates 
thinking about them (p. 113). Each part of the data analysis process requires both 
data reduction and interpretation, both description and analysis. Various sources 
describe presenting the data so that they conform to theoretical frameworks 
and/or to the chronology in which the data were collected. 
Obviously, working closely and repeatedly with the data is important to 
any of these processes. The researcher must know the data intimately and keep 
track of his/her developing, changing impressions. The researcher must type up 
data (doing his/her own transcribing), arrange and rearrange them in tentative 
categories, comb through them again to refine the categories, and re-visit data 
collected earlier in the light of that collected later in the process. Little wonder 
that Marshall and Rossman (1995) describe this process as neither linear nor neat, 
but "messy, ambiguous, time-consuming, creative, and fascinating"! (p. 111). I of 
course did not conduct this messy, ambiguous process in a theoretical vacuum, 
although it is recommended that the researcher keep an open mind in data 
analysis and not be blinded by existing ways of thinking about what is going on 
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in the setting. However, the patterns, expectations, frameworks, and 
generalizations that exist in the literature about my subject and which might 
have been bearing on it in this setting were clearly part of my study's conceptual 
context. An example of this in my study is the usefulness of the three positions a 
"reader" may take relative to a cultural "text" Takayoshi (1996b) borrows from 
the cultural studies work of Stuart Hall (1980): the hegemonic, the oppositional, 
and the negotiated. Based on various data sources, my students can be placed 
into these positions, and thus these provide one useful way to begin to think 
about my students' responses. However, I have necessarily gone beyond the use 
of pre-existing categories/themes to some refinements thereof using other 
frameworks and as well as categories which spring directly from my data 
themselves. In what follows data are presented descriptively and 
chronologically. Analysis is woven throughout Chapters 4-6 and summarized in 
Chapter 7. Students' baseline attitudes toward digital technology are revealed 
and analyzed via their technology narratives, and students' descriptions of 
efforts, both current and past, to think critically about computers are also 
revealed in the data which follow in Chapter Four. 
The Technology Narratives: A Baseline and 
Beginning to Become Critically Computer Literate 
As described in Chapter Three's subsection on data collection instruments, 
the technology narrative (Appendix I) was solicited from students about three or 
four weeks into class, after the following three components of the course, 
originally described in Chapter Three's subsection on the course description, had 
occurred or at least been initiated: 1) infroduction of students to a definition of, 
rationale for, and systematic approach to thinking critically; 2) introduction of 
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students to the concept of cultural assumptions in general and those about 
computer technology in particular; and 3) work with analyzing advertising, 
including focused attention on how to analyze images (see Appendix E), viewing 
of a videotape on the making of both print and television advertising, and each 
student's own analysis of a print ad for a technology-related product or service. 
The rationale for this narrative, as explained in Chapter Three, is that it allows 
students—almost always for the first time—an opportxmity to articulate and 
position themselves relative to some of society's most influential assumptions 
about technology, and to look at how these may have affected their lives and 
experiences with technology. As Takayoshi (1996b) says, this kind of exercise 
encourages students to take the first steps toward becoming "technology critics"; 
otherwise, she says, students too easily assume either a hegemonic position, in 
which computers are seen to be inevitably positive, or one of wholesale 
rejection, in which computers are seen as intimidating and negative (p. 200). 
Thus, as was the case throughout the study's data collection, the technology 
narrative performed a dual function in my English 105 classes: it provided an 
opportimity to gather information as well as to further students' development of 
their critical computer literacy. 
Students necessarily had a great deal of latitude in deciding how to 
structure their responses to the technology narrative prompt, what to emphasize 
within their response, and how long to make their response; consequently, 
comparing and contrasting responses was analytically challenging. The majority 
of responses were three paragraphs long (about 300-400 words), although some 
were a bit shorter and some were significantly longer. These narratives yielded 
at least four important kinds of information that are not only useful in isolation, 
but which are productive in combination with data collected from other 
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instniments. Specifically, the technology narrative data: 1-2) place students into 
one of three groups based on their expressed attitudes about digital technology, 
defined along three commonly mentioned dimensions; and show how students 
perceive the effects of "outside influences" (parents, friends, teachers/schools, 
the larger society in general) on their developing attitudes about technology; 3) 
reveal common words or characteristic expressions that students use to describe 
their experiences and trace their individual chronologies with computer 
technology; and 4) reveal characteristic patterns of engagement with digital 
technology throughout students' lives to this point. Thus, data from the 
Technology Narrative identifies the predominant meaning perspectives with 
which my students began the semester. 
Attitudinal Groupings and Perceived Effects of Outside Influences Found in 
Technology Narratives 
Three categories describing attitudes toward digital technology emerge 
from the technology narrative data. In my original coding, I descriptively labeled 
each category using terminology specific to the data themselves, borrowing 
characteristic wording and tone from the students' responses to create an 
amalgam statement, as if a "generic" student were speaking to represent each 
category. The three categories developed most closely out of what students said 
relative to three commonly mentioned technology issues in their lives: 1) 
whether each student feels generally positive or negative about technology based 
on his/her experiences with it thus far: 2) how each student feels about, or has 
experienced, the issue of "keeping up" or "keeping current" with technology's 
fast changes: and 3) how each student perceives supposed/ suggested drawbacks 
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or limitations of technology: as necessary and inevitable side effects or as 
potentially serious problems that should be addressed. 
This third variable is best outlined by Feenberg (1991) as the difference 
between characteristically subscribing to an "instrumental" versus a 
"substantive" theory of technology (pp. 5-7). Those who adopt the instrumental 
theory of technology, says Feenberg, believe technology is neutral and 
transparent, simply a tool—a means or a vehicle—through which tasks can be 
accomplished more efficiently and acoirately. Students characteristically 
subscribing to the instrumental theory of technology see very little need to 
engage in "looking at" technology, and indeed, find the concept of "looking at" it 
something of a stretch, because in their worldview, technology is transparent and 
there's nothing to look M—only a neutral tool. The instnmiental view of 
technology finds it more natural and logical to "look through" technology. The 
instrumental theory of technology is the hegemonic-dominant view because 
technology is seen as "familiar and self-evident," as "embodying universal 
truth," and as "indifferent to the variety of ends it can be employed to achieve" 
(Borgmaim, 1984; Feenberg, 1991, pp. 5-6). 
The substantive theory of technology, on the other hand, holds that 
technology is not neutral, but "attributes an autonomous cultural force to 
technology that overrides all traditional or competing values. Substantive 
theory claims that what the very employment of technology does to humanity 
and nature is more consequential than its ostensible goals" (Feenberg, 1991, p. 5). 
In fact, according to this theory, the "values and interests of ruling classes and 
elites are installed in the very design of rational procedures and machines before 
these are assigned a goal" (Feenberg, 1991, p. 14) and thus it is important to look 
through technology precisely because "in choosing to use [it] we make many 
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unwitting cultural choices" (p. vi). Technology is not a neutral tool, in this 
worldview, but affects us more substantively, as "an environment and a way of 
life" (Feenberg, 1991, p. vi). 
The three attitudinal categories emerging from the technology narratives, 
then, are labeled thus: 1) '1 love it/It's great/Keeping up is just a part of the 
process we have to accept/Disadvantages are either not serious or are necessary 
side effects"; 2) '1 hate it/It's taking overAt detracts too much from other aspects 
of life/But I have to know it, and I resent that"; and 3) "I basically like it, but I 
remain skeptical about some aspects of it/Its changes are very hard to keep up 
with/Some of its side effects are imacceptable." These three are analogous to but 
not coterminous with Takayoshi's (1996b) rendering of Hall's (1980) descriptions 
of three stances or positions students tend to take relative to cultural messages, 
or "texts," of various sorts, in this case, to ciilttiral messages and expectations 
about digital technology. 
The first attitude described above is analogous to the hegemonic, or 
"hegemonic-dominant" position (Hall, 1980, p. 101), in which readers decode the 
text/technology precisely as it has been set in motion by larger and unquestioned 
cultural forces (the "encoder"): 
I enjoy technology ... I have been in love with computers and anything 
electronic. . . Technology has basically molded my life. . . The side effects of 
technology have no effect on my enjoyment of them. The benefits are far 
greater than the side effects. . . I will always fully embrace any 
technological breakthrough. 
Notice that this student has no compunctions whatsoever in accepting society's 
messages about computer technology and, in fact, sees technology as having 
positively and indelibly marked his life. While he acknowledges that some 
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people may have concerns about technology's side effects, he believes these are 
inevitable and just part of the overall positive packaged deal of having 
technology in our lives. There is no half-hearted or tentative acceptance here; 
this student "will always fully embrace" technology, not only as it exists now, but 
in whatever form and with whatever results it may impact his life in the future-
sight unseen, no questions asked. 
The second stance above, taken by some of my students, is analogous to 
Takayoshi's/Hall's oppositional position, in which students understand the 
culturally accepted and promoted meanings of the text/technology, but 
deliberately choose a somewhat resistant construction which is more meaningful 
to them: 
The constant feeling that I had to get it and that I had to love it kept me 
coming back over and over even though the results were always the 
same. 
This student very clearly feels himself at odds with the mainstream societal 
beliefs about computer technology, and he also feels a certain amount of 
powerlessness in the face of those beliefs. Even though society tells him that he 
should "love it," his experiences have in some way not matched the idealistic 
picture painted by the student representing the hegemonic perspective above, 
and he is therefore aware of and struggling with a "disconnect." 
Finally, in the negotiated position, expressed by the third attitudinal 
category above, my students show evidence of more thoughtful and nuanced 
analysis of technology's effects: 
I think technology is good and can be very helpful. . . [but] people can't 
get so caught up in how easy technology can make things that they 
forget the old way of doing things . . . Technology is good and can make 
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things a lot easier, faster and more efficient. It can be very costly to try 
and keep up with technology and some people cannot financially 
afford it. From my experiences in school and work, I feel that other 
options have to be left open. 
This student is not willing to respond with a neat, "pat" answer set in motion by 
society about digital technology, but has admitted into his thinking a certain 
amount of seemingly contradictory or ambiguous information about 
technology's effects. What looks very simple in the hegemonic perspective and 
seems constraining in the oppositional, above, is more finely filtered through 
the negotiated stance as the student seems aware of the necessity of taking more 
than one factor into account—of the "complex context of assumptions, rules, and 
contingencies" (Perry, 1981, p. 87). This student is not responding only from the 
narrow perspective of his own experiences with computer technology, but is 
looking at a somewhat bigger picture and articulating that what may be "good" in 
some ways and for some people, is not always and entirely good—and that 
therefore "other options have to be left open." 
In the context of this study, these positions represent a student's current 
"meaning perspective," or "structure of knowing," to borrow terminology from 
the adult development literature (see pp. 3-6 in Chapter Two), and therefore 
characteristic ways of confronting technology can be seen in my participants as 
existing along a developmental continuum of sorts. The hegemoruc-dominant 
stance represents the least flexible, reflective, and dialectical perspective, 
admitting as it does, little or no information which does not siastain it and 
refusing to recognize that it is in fact a perspective and not simply, 
vmproblematically the Truth. In my study, students taking the hegemonic 
perspective tend to decode information about technology in a global way, one 
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that then fits into their pre-existing worldview about the topic; they are 
assimilating information—decoding it in a way that reduces its possible 
dissonance with their existing perspective. These students most clearly represent 
Perry's position of Dualism, wherein the student sees meaning as being divided 
neatly into "Good versus Bad, Right versus Wrong, We versus They, All that is 
not Success is Failure . . . Right answers exist somewhere for every problem . . . 
Agency is experienced as "out there' in Authority, test scores, the Right job" 
(Perry, 1981, p. 79). 
Students taking a primarily oppositional perspective on digital technology 
also tend to decode information about it in a global way so that it will fit into 
their worldview—a worldview which has become jaimdiced somewhere along 
the way by one or more personally negative experiences with computer 
technology. These students therefore have modified (accommodated) their 
perspectives from the hegemonic-dominant to one which is more congruent 
with their frustration and resignation about digital technology. Because these 
students have rejected the hegemonic-dominant way of thinking and therefore 
supposedly escaped from the purview of the dominant ideology, they can be seen 
as representing Perry's positions of Multiplicity, because in this structure of 
knowing, "all debatable propositions remain atomistic. An opinion is related to 
nothing whatever—evidence, reason, experience, expert judgment, context, 
principle, or purpose—except to the person who holds it" (Perry, 1981, p. 85). 
These students believe that they are absolutely entitled to their beliefs because 
they are solidly based on their own, uncontestable personal experience. Both of 
these groups of students—those taking hegemonic and those taking oppositional 
perspectives on technology—would be representative of King and Kitchener's 
(1994) Stage Three reflective judgment in their belief in a system of absolutes 
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which may be at times inaccessible but which is nevertheless available, as well as 
their conviction that just their personal impression is adequate evidence for a 
belief. 
The negotiated stance, in this study, is indicative of a more permeable and 
reflective perspective; these students have recognized that the dualistic 
"good/bad" messages about technology do not hold for them, that there are in 
fact a range of perspectives that depend on context, and that their previously 
unquestioned decoding of society's messages about technology can be subjected to 
reinterpretation. Furthermore, students taking a negotiated stance toward 
technology seem better able than their classmates taking hegemonic or 
oppositional stances to tolerate ambigmty about technology—what Perry describes 
in the more advanced position of Relativism as "irreducible uncertainty" (p. 85). 
This stance demonstrates thinking that is more characteristic of Stages Four and 
Five in the King and Kitchener (1994) reflective judgment model, in that these 
students acknowledge complexity and uncertainty. A critical turning point in a 
student's thinking is the acknowledgment of the influence of his/her particular 
"lenses" (to use an old but apt metaphor). In other words, the student not only 
comes to recognize that he/she views the world, reacts to it, and makes meaning 
from it through the filter of his/her individual perspective, but that others do 
the same; and that their meaning perspectives are just as natural and valid for 
them. 
Overview of Findings. Of the 140 students who wrote the technology 
narrative, 52 (37%) can be described as being in the hegemonic position, 16 (11%) 
are in the oppositional, and 72 (52%) are in the negotiated position. Although at 
first blush it would seem encouraging that the majority of students wrote 
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narratives that indicate they are neither totally accepting nor rejecting of 
technology, in the context of this study a negotiated position early in the 
semester is actually somewhat problematic in what it reveals about students' 
general attitudes toward technology. As the following excerpts and analyses 
show, in contrast to the more fully critical and aware thinking respondents in 
Hall's negotiated stance demonstrate, my students in this position are still likely 
to see digital technology as something over which they have no control, to 
express the belief that their questioris about technology are the result of a 
weakness or lack of knowledge on their part, and to indicate that they would 
rather feel more positively than they do about this technology. As my analysis 
reveals, while some students in this position are genuinely struggling with the 
"harsh logic of the machine" (Feenberg, 1991, p. v)~recognizing the inherent 
contradictions and troublesome side effects of the computer—some students in 
the negotiated position actually often see the hegemonic position as the 
preferable (i.e. apparently "natural" and "normal") stance toward technology— 
undoubtedly because this position would place them more squarely in line with 
the mairistream attitude of society and allow them to enjoy the feeling Bordo 
(1993) has described as "comfortable oneness" (p. 31) with our culture's very 
strong messages about computer technology. 
Similarly, the oppositional stance as embodied in my students varies from 
Hall's version of it. Although I foimd a few students who could be described as 
fitting more closely Hall's description of an oppositional perspective, not 
surprisingly, given the general developmental level of these first-year students, 
when they have taken this stance it is generally not out of genuine examination 
and imderstanding of alternative perspectives but because of one or more 
personally frustrating experiences with computer technology. Students whose 
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narratives place them in the oppositional category also sometimes seem to be 
biding their time until enough positive experiences with this technology accrue 
that they too can feel comfortably one with it. Thus, the hegemonic-dominant 
position held much more sway with my students than either of the other two 
positions, at least at the time of the writing of the technology narratives 
relatively early in the semester. 
In addition, students' technology narratives indicate that their perceptions 
of the influence of others are important in their positioning of themselves as 
hegemonic, oppositional, or negotiated. A student may, for instance, in any of 
the three positions, take a blaming attitude toward parents and teachers/schools 
for not having given him/her "enough" experience for the development of 
positive attitudes toward computers, seeing his/her present position, whatever it 
may be, as a weakness—something to be overcome and moved beyond. 
Similarly, a student may blame parents and teachers/schools for having placed 
"too much emphasis" on computers and having consequently made the student 
"too" dependent on them. In their perceptions of outside influence on their 
relationship to and attitude about digital technology, students also vary in 
whether they seem to recognize only the microlevel of influence (parents, 
friends, specific teachers and schools) or the macrolevel (society in general) as 
well, and in whether they see themselves as having any agency in the 
relationship now or at any time in their development. 
Below, I present excerpts from narratives of representative students: some 
who are very clearly in the hegemonic position of "comfortable oneness" with 
computer technology—who haven't yet re-thought any of those comfortable 
thoughts—and who, in some cases, are actively resisting doing so; some who are 
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in an oppositional position; and some who are in the much more ambiguous, 
obviously uncomfortable, but incipiently critical, negotiated position. 
It should be noted that in this paper, actual student responses and longer 
excerpts from narratives are presented in indented and italicized form, except in 
the case of very short (less than one sentence long) responses; these are presented 
in normal type with quotation marks. The use of indentation and italics—as well 
as quotation marks, of course—denotes that the students are being quoted 
verbatim, although in the interests of clarity and reader ease, I have made minor 
grammatical and punctuation corrections instead of faithfully reproducing each 
one with a "[sic]." These "[sics]" would have been, in some sections, numerous 
and cumbersome, and would have created an vmnecessary distraction from the 
data themselves. Because the students were not being graded on these data 
collection instruments (they received credit for having completed each), some 
did not attend to matters of spelling, grammar, and pimctuation entirely 
rigorously. It should be noted, however, that I have made these superficial 
corrections only when it was abundantly clear what the student's intentions 
were. The most common types of corrections were in the nature of these: "too" 
for "to," "it's" for "its," "they're" for "there" or "their," and "where" for "were," 
or vice versa. I also corrected obvious comma splices, subject-verb agreement 
errors, and typographical errors. However, if I was unable to determine 
confidently what the correction should be, I did not make a change and have 
reproduced the error along with "[sic]." I also reproduced instances of awkward 
and even garbled wording with a "[sic]" rather than risk attributing words to my 
participants that they did not intend or would not have generated on their own. 
In the only case where lack of correctness caxised imjdelding ambiguity, I 
requested clarification of that student. In addition, to comply with the condition 
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of anon5rtnity set forth in their informed consent, the students were randomly 
assigned sex-appropriate pseudonymns. Any given participant should be 
identifiable orUy to me and to him- or herself. 
Hegemonic-Dominant fComfortable-Oneness-with-Technology). Dualistic 
Position. In this position, students insist that the mainstream discourse about 
digital technology is obviously and self-evidentially correct, that those who resist 
it are simply wrong or haven't enjoyed the benefits of a strong computer 
background and positive computer experiences sufficient to create in them the 
proper attitude; whatever the cause, they will pay the price for their 
imfortimately out-of-step attitude by not getting a good job and by being generally 
"left behind," a very common term my students use to describe the effects of not 
fully embracing society's messages about computer technology. Hall (1980) 
describes the hegemonic-dominant position as that viewpoint which "... defines 
within its terms the mental horizon, the universe, of possible meanings, of a 
whole sector of relations in a society or culture; and . .. carries with it the stamp 
of legitimacy—it appears coterminous with what is 'natural,' 'inevitable,' 'taken 
for granted' about the social order" (p. 102). Recall from Chapter Two's 
subsection "First-Year Composition and Adult Development," however, that 
critical thinkers find it "dangerous to believe that an all-inclusive ordering is 
possible [because]. . . when one thinks one has achieved such an ordering. . . one 
stops actively looking for what is left out and what is different, and in fact one 
often begins to systematically defend oneself against perceiving such 
phenomena" (Basseches, 1984, p. 11, emphasis added). Some of these 
characteristics described by Hall and Bassesches can be seen in the hegemoruc-
dominant narrative excerpts that follow. 
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The positive feelings about technology that these students express in their 
enthusiastic technology narratives emerge in the unrelentingly enthusiastic 
language they use to describe digital technology in general and their experiences 
with it in particular. The following excerpts are among these very positive, 
unproblematical accounts, exemplifjong what Noble (1984, qtd. in Apple, 1991, p. 
75) has called a "gee-whiz" view of digital technology: 
At this point in my life I think most technology is great. . . I would say 
that technology has had a positive effect on my life. . . I would expect 
that technology would have a big impact on my life. And I think it will 
be a positive one. (Justin) 
My attitude toward technology is very positive. In my opinion, 
technology is a good thing. (Michelle) 
I feel I am very lucky to live in a technologically advanced age ... I 
believe technology has changed my life in a great way and I look 
forward to the future advancements that will come. (Sarah) 
I feel that these advances in technology are just great. We, the people, are 
the ones that benefit most from new technology. (Lou) 
. . . with new technology comes a better life. . . With the computer, I 
think that it has opened a new way of life for people. . . Technology like 
this [computers and the internet] only makes life for me better. (Will) 
Notice that in the imcomplicatedly dualistic world of good and bad, for students 
in the hegemonic stance, computer technology is simply and undeniably good. 
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not only now but into the future as well. In consonance with the unproblematic 
"goodness" these students see in this technology, students taking hegemonic 
views of technology use grand, dramatic, and even cliched language in describing 
what they see as the far-reaching positive effects of computers. The tendency to 
use commonly heard terms is a strong indication that these students are indeed 
receiving and reproducing (decoding) society's enthusiastic messages about 
digital technology exactly as they have been encoded: 
We are on the cutting edge of technology and it can only get better. I 
think that it's exciting and wonderful and can't wait to see what's 
going to happen in the future. (Sandy) 
. . .  t h e  g o o d  h e a v i l y  o u t w e i g h s  t h e  b a d .  .  .  t e c h n o l o g y  h a s  h a d  a  p o s i t i v e  
influence on my life to this point . . . Computers. . . will continue to play a 
big role in my life and almost everyone else's life, possibly taking us where 
no man has gone before. (Barry) 
/ believe that computer technology is the most important discovery 
since penicillin. I believe that we are knee-deep in the most important 
cultural revolution since the Renaissance. . . Everything is changing. . . 
The computer industry is expanding exponentially, empowering 
mankind in ways never dreamed of just five or ten years ago. It is an 
exciting time to be alive. (Vance) 
The issue of keeping up or keeping current with technology's changes is 
mentioned by several of students in the hegemonic-dominant position and is an 
aspect of their developing attitudes toward computer technology for which they 
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may express gratitude or blame. The following students are grateful for a 
backgroimd that prepared them to be successful and to be able to appreciate what 
they see as the unmitigated benefits of technology: 
I have always had the latest technology in my home . . . The thing that 
was stressed in my home, which I am grateful for today, is that we 
must know how to use a computer. . . With these expectations in 
mind, I have only had positive experiences. (Leo) 
. . .  I  h a v e  a  g r e a t  a t t i t u d e  t o w a r d  c o m p u t e r s .  I  h a v e  b e e n  e x p o s e d  t o  
computers since I was in elementary [school]. In junior high we had to 
take a computer class for two years. Then in high school I had to take 
one semester of computers. My school was very active in getting the 
latest technology and having students use this technology. . . I was also 
exposed to computers at home ... I have found that a lot of people do 
not have the computer education that I have. I feel this is a 
disadvantage to them because the business world is full of computers, 
and you will have to know how to use them if you want to get anything 
done. (Mark) 
There is also the obverse of this gratitude storyline, students in the 
hegemonic position who blame their parents or school systems for not having 
adequately prepared them with computers: 
My high school was about as far from being technologically advanced as 
they came. The fact that my freshman year in high school was my first t 
ime of actually using a computer really shows on me today. I'm behind 
most people in terms of computer knowledge. (Lee) 
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I think one cultural assumption is that people know and have a lot of 
experience with computers. . . I think by not having a lot of experience 
with computers in high school or since then I have lost out on some of 
the important things we need to know when using a computer. 
(Margie) 
In the excerpts from Leo, Mark, Lee, and Margie, above, the hegemonic 
characteristic of dualism is clearly expressed: one either has or doesn't have a 
good background and store of experiences with computers, which then 
determines how positive and successful one is with them from that point on. 
This "either/or" thinking is seen in Leo's comment, for instance, that because of 
the computer emphasis in his home (for which he is "grateful . . . today"), he has 
"had only positive experiences," as well as in Mark's comment that fortunately 
he had a good "computer education" without which he would not be able to get 
"anything done," a condition which Lee feels he is in as a result of attending a 
high school that "was about as far from being technologically advanced as they 
came." Both Lee and Margie feel they are "behind" and "have lost out on" 
important aspects of computer use, and these excerpts all convey the feeling that, 
unless one has the most advanced technology exposure possible from childhood 
on, one is destined to struggle technologically for the rest of one's days. These 
students believe that it is/was a matter of "luck" which determines whether they 
can benefit from computer technology now. 
However, an especially important variation on the gratitude storyline in 
the technology narratives is the belief of many students in the hegemonic stance 
that having a "good computer background"— being computer literate—a term 
which Stoll (1990) has said is so variously and vaguely defined as to be nearly 
meaningless—is something for which each individual is personally responsible. 
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Students state that because they will need computer skills in untold measure 
even to get a job, not to mention to be successful and advance in one, that alone 
is reason for using computers as heavily as possible. The common thread in 
many of these excerpts is that because computer technology is ubiquitous, there's 
no conceivable excuse for not keeping current with it: 
It seems that some people are afraid to leam about computers. They 
make excuses why they do not need them or they claim they do not 
have the time. Some older people say they are too old to leam or use 
computers. . . These people do not realize that computers can make our 
lives easier. Sure it may take time to leam how to use them, but once 
they leam how it will make their lives easier. I feel that people with a 
good computer background are one step ahead of people with little or no 
computer experience. (Mark) 
By pushing myself to leam the computers, I feel I have put myself in a 
great position in advancing technology. By taking that extra step to 
leam the ins and outs of the computer by doing a job here and there, I 
have put myself on the fast track of technology. I know that I will 
never be 100% up to date on all the new computer software, but by 
pushing myself to leam these machines I will be in a good place for my 
career. (Becky) 
The only people I believe that do not benefit from technology are the 
people that are afraid to use it. People like these I just do not 
understand. . . Many people are not scared of technology, but instead are so 
set in the way they do things, they do not give technology a chance to help 
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them. This is just too bad for these people. The benefits of technology are 
so great these stubborn people should just relax and give technology a 
chance. (Lou) 
In these excerpts, Mark and Becky, and most emphatically and defiantly, 
Lou, equate one's computer skills with employment success, and believe those 
who are not in agreement with this wholehearted acceptance of digital 
technology are somehow less well informed, even inexplicably stubbornly so, 
about its capabilities. Presumably if they were better informed, they would be 
quickly won over. This attitude is markedly competitive and individualistic, 
traits identified by Feenberg (1991) among others as those which encourage "the 
modem subject" to see itself "as autonomous. . . [and as] beyond the web of the 
corisequences of its own actions" (p. 112). Being computer literate, to these 
students (Mark, Becky, and Lou), is a mark of strong character, akin to having 
pulled oneself up by one's own bootstraps; the lack thereof is then not something 
for which one can blame parents, schools, or socioeconomic vagaries. 
Demonstrating a slightly higher level of awareness, however, are students 
within the hegemonic position who, while accepting the cultural messages about 
computer technology, acknowledge both a microlevel and macrolevel of 
influence—something substantive and systematic that is responsible for their 
attitudes—that their attitudes have been socially constructed, in other words, and 
are not necessarily obvious and natural attitudinal "instincts." However, 
although these students recognize that they have received society's messages 
about technology and that they have decoded these messages hegemonically, in 
keeping with the developmental stage which wants to believe in absolute 
knowledge, these students defer to authority and have little or no sense of their 
own agency: 
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We have grovm up in a world that has taught us to fear falling behind. 
As the world changes, it is important for us to change with it .. . as the 
technology improves one must improve with it or they [sic] will be left 
in the dust. For example, when two people apply for a job, the one 
with the most recent technological knowledge has a better chance . . . 
The message out there is that as the technology changes you should 
change with it. Qana) 
Technology changes the way people live. . . One could talk about 
technology for days and not cover all the advances going on to help us 
do the things we need to do everyday. When talking about technology 
you must bring up commercials. TV is a way to show the world how 
technology can help you. This is done through advertisement. Why do I 
need this nexu 18 volt blender with 25 different settings? Television will 
show me. (Alan) 
Both Jana and Alan's comments show that they realize they have been 
culturally influenced, but even so, maintain that this influence is all for the good 
and that in any event it must be accepted lest one "fall behind," the oft-repeated 
nemesis of students taking a hegemonic perspective. 
Many students in the hegemonic position describe the immense influence 
of schools on their attitude toward digital technology, also revealing thereby that 
they are aware of cultural influence on their attitudes. Students relate in their 
narratives that computer skills are often emphasized even in early elementary 
school with the rationale that this is what they will need to be employable. The 
following lengthier excerpt from Walt's technology narrative traces his 
increasing educational involvement with computers, revealing that he is aware 
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he has been substantively influenced and that he has decoded society's messages 
hegemonically: 
For as long as I can remember computers and technology were the 
'way' of the future. I have been fed this information since the second 
grade. My classroom had one of the first Apple HE computers and the 
first person done with all of their work that day would get to play math 
games on the computer. . . I always hear about the latest breakthrough in 
technology and how it will make my life easier. I grew up hearing this . . . 
'You will need to know how to use a computer at your job,' the teachers 
always said. Us students were more concerned about who would win the 
football game that Friday. My parents then started to feel the technology 
pressure and for Christmas I got my first computer. It was a 386 speed 
processor straight out of the box from Best Buy. I played games and typed 
my papers and thought that it met all of my needs. . . Soon I entered high 
school and thought I must have been left in the dark. . . YJe were going to 
leam how to use technology to our advantage. Vie would need the 
technology to get ahead of the other students . . . The internet was also 
popular while I was in high school. There was a period of time when 
everyone was getting 'on-line with the world' and my school jumped on 
the bandwagon. No one was to graduate from my school without 
knowing how to navigate the internet. . . I was taught that a computer is a 
powerful tool and to utilize its full potential. The transition to college has 
again been more heavily involved in computers. I have been here two 
semesters and I have had one class that computer usage was not required 
[sic]. . . . Everyone in authority tells me that computers are the way of the 
future and I have come to believe that. . . I have chosen a major in 
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computer engineering. . . I find it hard and strange to look back now and 
see how I was influenced by computers. I was always told that computers 
were the way of the future and everything at my old school proved that 
fact to me. I have grown up with computers and I don't really know what 
my life would be like without them. (Walt) 
Through such wording as "hav[ingl been fed this information," "feel the 
technology pressure," and "my school jumped on the technology bandwagon," 
Walt shows a clear recognition that his attitudes were formed in the crucible of 
society and affected by the demands of the business world and desires of parents 
who could afford to be sure their children didn't "fall behind." Yet he ends with 
a statement of acceptance of this situation, indicating that this iiifluence has been 
so pervasive that, while he is aware of it, he has no choice—nor desire—to look at 
digital technology in any way other than that of the hegemonic-dominant 
perspective. 
Stan's narrative, reproduced almost in its entirety below, also shows his 
awareness of influences by larger ciiltural forces. Although he seems wry and 
cjmical about the effects on him and his family of "the overriding social norm" 
and "cultural expectations," his narrative shows that he nonetheless accepts the 
messages and isn't willing to re-think his current comfortable oneness with 
technology simply because "the cultural expectations require that I have a 
computer just to survive in life": 
My first contact with the computer technology came from my fifth 
grade teacher, Mrs. Rasmussen. She had a computer in the classroom o n 
which we were able to play games and use the paint program. A few years 
later my father bought an old Dakota computer. I ended up melting it 
when I was fifteen. My father always pushed for the technology of the 
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computer as 'going forward' and keeping up with the speed of life. After I 
destroyed the first computer he had to fight with my mother over buying a 
second one, and he won. Her argument was that a typewriter would be 
just as good as a computer; in her words, 'the computer is just an 
expensive nintendo with a few typewriter capabilities.' But the overriding 
social norm won out. That norm being that the family must have a 
computer in the house to keep up with the development of the world, or 
be destined to fall behind and be forever out of touch ... I just recently 
built a computer for school. . . Well, OK, also to talk with my girlfriend 
over the internet, but [for] school nonetheless. It has the latest technology, 
which will be outdated tomorrow, and it is basically a big expensive 
nintendo. Computers are becoming more and more popular in the 
university setting. In my Naval Science class we are required to 'surf' the 
net in search of a certain article about a certain something. For English we 
have a computer lab for a classroom. In economics you are required to 
take your quizzes on the internet. Today the cultural expectations require 
that I have a computer just to survive in life. (Stan) 
Supposed/Suggested drawbacks or limitations of technology are not a 
concern to—indeed, not even acknowledged by—students in the hegemonic 
perspective, as many of the narrative excerpts above reveal. Interestingly, in 
many of these accoimts, although the students express what appears to be a 
version of the substantive theory of technology as defined by Feenberg (1991), 
they describe this "environment and way of life" as entirely positive, or at the 
least, as its good effects heavily outweighing any negative or questionable ones. 
This is clearly a departure from Feenberg's original iteration of a substantive 
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theory of technology. Mark's and Lou's comments above, for instance, indicate 
that they believe the impact of computer tedmology, while all-encompassing 
and defining, is substantively positive. Another indication of this "substantively 
positive" attitude is that student narratives which are hegemonic are absent any 
acknowledgment of socioeconomic considerations playing a role in one's 
computer literacy. Sandy, for iiistance, states that "everyone [should just] get a 
computer," so they can "find out" how much they will like it. To these students, 
the computer exists for the advantage of those with the initiative to use it and 
any downside is not consequential: 
I enjoy technology ... I have been in love with computers and anything 
electronic. . . Technology has basically molded my life. . . The side effects of 
technology have no effect on my enjoyment of them. The benefits are far 
greater than the side effects. . . I will always fully embrace any 
technological breakthrough. (Kurt) 
Oppositional CFrustrated-but-Resigned) Position. As mentioned in the 
"Overview of Findings" in the "Data from Technology Narratives" section of 
this chapter, the oppositional position in this study differs somewhat from Hall's 
original description of it. Specifically, the students whose views as expressed in 
their technology narratives place them in this category more often than not have 
a fairly undifferentiated negative view of computer technology (much like the 
hegemonic position's imdifferentiated positive view), basing their opiruon very 
heavily on personal experiences rather than on a rounded understanding of all 
the perspectives (again, like the hegemonic students). Although as shown 
below, a few of my students seem to have more fully thought through their 
worldview on digital technology and are satisfied accepting it even though it 
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places them on the "outs" with much of society and sets up an almost constant 
tension for them as they continue to deal with it daily, I also foxmd many 
participants who believe their current oppositional view is but an imcomfortable 
wayside stop on the road to where they want to, and think they should be: 
comfortable hegemony! 
Obviously, students in the oppositional position feel generally negative 
about technology. Students taking this stance toward computer technology 
attribute these negative feelings to a variety of reasons. In general, they evince 
an attitude of resignation about technology, but there is also sometimes an 
undertone of hopefulness that someday they will feel better about it. This mix of 
frustration and desire to find or regain a positive feeling is very characteristic of 
students who have, for whatever reason, forsworn easy acquiescence but who 
also recognize that this attitude places them outside the mainstream of society's 
powerful discourse about computer technology. 
Jean, below, places the blame for her feeling "pushed" about technology on 
schools and teachers, while others seem to have had a combination of bad 
personal experiences and weak backgroimd that they find culpable. Notice how 
Jean expresses resentment for feeling that she should be both using and liking 
computers. Kristi also talks about feeling "pressured" and being "forced": 
I think technology is strongly pushed upon people, especially the 
young. . . Educators seem to give a message that everyone has to leam to 
use computers and that they should really like using computers. (Jean) 
Technology is something that I leam to absorb into my life without 
much thinking at all. As I was growing up, I never felt the need to go 
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out and leant about the advanced technology. Yet I feel I was forced to 
become familiar with . . . computers. . . [And} in higher educational 
society and as time advances, I feel more pressured to know and be able 
to use the technology by myself. At this point I frequently say, 7 hate 
computers!!!' and this is exactly how I feel about technology. (Kristi) 
Both Jean and Kristi, representative of students taking an oppositional 
stance toward technology early in the semester, are clearly aware of society's 
influence and don't see it as necessarily natural, but as nonetheless unavoidable 
and inevitable. They have experienced a mismatch between the cultural 
expectations and their own experiences, but rather than feeling some agency as a 
result of that mismatch, seem to feel even more powerless in their relatioriship 
with computer technology. Their comments provide a clear contrast to those of 
students in the hegemonic stance who, if they have experienced such a 
mismatch, have either assimilated or acconamodated it so that their outlook on 
this technology presents as an almost seamlessly positive one. 
How students feel about, or have experienced, the issue of "keeping up" or 
"keeping current" with computer technology's fast changes is also certainly a 
factor in student narratives that present an oppositional perspective. Here, as in 
the hegemonic-dominant, we see a range of attitudes to this particular aspect of 
their technological life, but the effect of trying to keep up on students taking an 
oppositional view has been negative overall. Despite this, we still see, however, 
students like Amie (in the "Characteristic Patterns of Engagement with 
Technology" subsection below) and Brian, immediately below, who feel obligated 
to try^ to feel better about digital technology; they seem to see the fact that they are 
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not currently in complete agreement with the dominant discourse as a weakness, 
in other words, and due to their supposed lack of effort to keep up to date: 
... I do understand that technology and computer awareness are 
going to be very important in the everyday life of everyone at every 
age. . . With all I have learned I know I need to leam four times it just to 
be competitive in today's world. It will take some time and work just to 
get caught up with others that are my age. But, as the world becomes more 
and more technology based time and work are something I have to use to 
become the type of well rounded person I want to become in our ever 
changing world. (Brian) 
Jake, on the other hand, has experienced so much frustration that he is not 
willing to pin his hopes on "all the new stuff' so readily anymore, and finds the 
keeping-up factor overwhelming: 
. . . our computer [at home] quickly became outdated . . . We finally got 
rid of it two years ago when my dad surprised the whole family when the 
UPS truck pulled up and started unloading boxes with cow spots on them. 
We couldn't believe it. We had an actual computer. Of course I was away 
from home that summer and never got to play on the thing. So I never 
really became too attached to it. I certainly never learned how to use it too 
well and became very upset when I had done a whole brochure on one 
program and then found out at midnight that I couldn't print it because 
we didn't have the correct printer. I haven't cared much for computers 
since then. My general attitude towards computers is that no matter how 
good it is when you buy it, it won't be good enough after a while. And 
when you really need it, it's not going to work. . . If you ask me. . . I think 
that people are overexcited about all the neat stuff [technology] can do. I 
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know that I was when we bought all the new stuff. But nobody uses it 
anymore. It will become useless someday. (Jake) 
Lonna and Tricia, below, are, interestingly enough, two of the few students 
taking oppositional views who allude to socioeconomic considerations as part of 
their reasons for their current stances toward computer technology. Clearly their 
personal situations removed them somewhat from the mainstream of friends 
and school, but Lonna doesn't express regret for that or see it as a loss—as Brian, 
above, does—other than to say that it was a personal inconvenience—"somewhat 
of a pain"—to have to find time to use the computers at school: 
When I was younger and still today, we never had a computer at 
home, so I never had that opportunity. I went to high school in a 
small town and everyone had a computer so in that aspect I didn't 
meet the cultural expectations. Everyday my classmates would come to 
school and talk about who they met on line and now that I think about 
it I'm glad that we never had a computer while I was in high school 
because I look back and think to myself, 'What a waste, to spend all that 
time on a computer when you could be doing something much more 
constructive' ... At home [as opposed to college] I always had to find 
time to go to a computer lab during, before, or after school to type my 
papers and that was somewhat of a pain. (Lonna) 
Lonna, like the majority of students taking the oppositional perspective 
early in the semester, doesn't go beyond the strictly personal nature of her 
experiences to look at any of her feelings as perhaps suggestive of a broader 
condition associated with computer technology's societal impacts (its substantive 
impact, in other words). 
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Students taking the oppositional perspective perceive supposed/ suggested 
drawbacks or limitatioris of digital technology as potentially serious problems 
that should be addressed, while students in the hegemonic stance early in the 
semester, as we have seen, either do not acknowledge problems, believe they are 
easily dealt with, or believe they are reasonable trade-offs for technology's 
benefits. Vicki, below, is more general in her concerns, while others are quite 
specific in what they perceive as the dangers and potential losses associated with 
the imprudent use of technology: problems relating to education (Annette), to 
our ability to commimicate and socialize with each other (Jay), to concern about 
the more sedentary lifestyle some believe is promoted by computer technology 
(Tony). 
I believe that today's society is basing a lot of expectations on the use of 
computers and it is almost as if the world would shut down if it did not 
have these types of technologies. It is frightening to the people who 
have not had a lot of experience with the computer technology. . . I 
think that there is too much emphasis placed on all this technology 
and our society is losing perspective on technology. (Vicki) 
My attitude about technology at this point in my life is that 
sometimes it's not worth it. Since I am sort of technology challenged, it 
makes this class and some of my other classes more difficult than they 
would be without the use of the computer. I think that in some ways 
computers take away some of the experience of schooling. A lot of times i 
n computer oriented classrooms, the class is more focused on learning 
about the computer than the subject matter that the class is intended to be 
about. (Armette) 
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Our culture says that computers are going to make our lives so much 
easier. . . This is not a positive effect of computers. People need to know 
how to interact with one another, not just machines . . .Technology has 
many advantages. However, we need to be careful what we use this 
technology for. We don't want to be secluded in our houses for the rest 
of our lives sitting at a computer typing all day. YJe need to realize that 
there are a lot of things more important than convenience. Qay) 
The fact is if technology loere not so readily available to us we would be 
forced to be a more productive and healthy race of people. However 
sources of technology are coming at a more rapid pace than ever and 
this in turn is creating more reasons to take advantage of these new 
and easier means of completing a task with little effort. Will we ever 
turn around and become the healthy working Americans that our great 
grandparents were? (Tony) 
None of these students sees computer technology as a neutral tool; all 
believe it has substantive effects on our experiences, many of which are negative 
and to which we have not paid enough attention. They ail suggest that we have 
not yet arrived at a thoughtful way in which to integrate technology into our 
lives, and even, as Tony says, that to do so would involve almost an about-face 
in our cultural attitudes. Students in the oppositional stance, much more 
consistently than those expressing the hegemonic, also demonstrate an 
awareness of their having been the recipients of cultural messages about 
technology even while-remaining focused primarily on their own, egocentric 
level of engagement with computer technology. Amie's narrative in the 
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"Characteristic Patterns of Engagment" subsection below certainly shows this, as 
does Hedda's here: 
Growing up we are taught that technology is a wonderful tool that can 
he lp  u s  ach ieve  any  goa l  o r  comple t e  any  task .  Wha t  we  aren ' t  t augh t  a re  
the pitfalls of technology. We are led to believe that technology is this 
'invincible' presence that can never falter, and we are quickly 
disappointed when the 'wonderful' technology doesn't live up to our 
expectations. My experiences have been just that. (Hedda) 
Clearly Hedda has come up against a mismatch between the cultural 
expectations and her own experiences with digital technology. However, Rob, 
below, takes a longer, harder look at the macrolevel of influence and shows 
evidence of having asked himself some difficult questions. Indeed, his narrative 
contains noticeably more interrogatives than narratives from students in the 
hegemonic and negotiated stances. While he acknowledges good effects of 
technology and that, in any event, we can't get along without it, he is also not 
afraid to question all its repercussions and what he sees as a lack of forethought 
as technology is implemented (it is "outrtmning our moral and ethical 
judgment"): 
The main assumption of this evolutionary process has been that, 
without question, growth and advancement are good. . . Today, however, 
we as a species have come fo realize that there is more than meets the eye 
when dealing with the issue of growth and advancement. When 
discussing issues of technological advancement we must weigh the pros 
and cons and look at ethical and moral questions that any growth may be 
faced with. . . What causes this 'what's new is always better' attitude that 
we have always had as human beings? The answer is greed . . . [and] that 
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this is the way we are brainwashed to think by technology itself. Since 
when have we seen a commercial or an advertisement say that if you 
support their product then you will be supporting the decay of human 
morality, the fact that thousands of people will be losing their jobs because 
computers are more efficient (not personable). . . or the increased 
availability of pornography to children. The point is that while 
technology may not be a terrible thing, it is very influential; it is making a 
ritual of outrunning our moral and ethical judgment. What is wrong 
with slowing down and testing the waters before we jump right in? 
Nothing is wrong with that. (Rob) 
Rob and Laurie below are among the few students in the oppositional 
perspective who don't seem to hold out hope that they will—or should—one day 
have more positive feelings about computer technology. Laurie's narrative 
excerpt below is perhaps close to crossing the borderline between the 
oppositional and the negotiated views of this technology's influence on society. 
Laurie is literally asking many questions about computer technology's influence 
and has obviously moved beyond thinking just about its influence on her, to its 
potential broader influences: 
What happened between kindergarten and senior year of high school? 
My answer is that technology has advanced extremely fast and still is, 
everyone believes that it is the key to success, and sometimes I feel like 
people think it is the only thing that we really need. But where has the 
hour long wait to get onto the internet in a physics class to find opinion 
based articles gotten us? . . . Our culture emphasizes the extreme 
importance and goodness of technology, there is nothing wrong with it. I 
d i sagree .  I  happen  to  th ink  tha t  t echno logy  can  be  over  used  i n  soc ie t y  . . .  I  
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think that technology is essential in today's society because no one would 
be able to live without it because we have all grown up with it and it has 
helped' our lives. But has it helped our lives? ... I do not agree that 
technology is all well and good. I think there are many problems that 
people did not think about before it started to evolve. It may make things 
faster and more accurate, but what are we using the extra time we have 
for? The answer is that we are using it to sit around in front of the 
elevision more, play, more games, advance technology even further, and 
spend less time with our children. What is so good about all of that? 
(Laurie) 
Negotiated (Uncomfortable Relativism) Position. As Laurie's narrative above 
shows, unlike students in the hegemonic or oppositional stances, students in the 
negotiated perspective quite often show evidence of having thought through in 
a more sophisticated way—similar to that described in the adult development 
literature as characterizing a more matiire thinker—the complicated issues of 
technology use. This is the indicator that sets these students off from those in 
the other two categories: students in the negotiated position recognize multiple 
worldviews on the topic and are hesitant to label one right and another wrong. 
Although they individually have had positive and negative experiences with 
computer technology', they resist extrapolating from these to a universal opinion 
that they believe ought to apply to everyone; rather, they acknowledge the 
complex and differential nature of technology's effects on people in various 
contexts. Some seem able to deal with this as an ongoing feeling of ambiguity 
and xmcertainty about digital technology while others express the desire, which 
we saw in the oppositional position, to develop a more positive attitude about 
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computer technology—to attain "comfortable oneness," in other words. Further, 
some students in the negotiated stance feel powerless in the face of this 
technology's influence in their lives while others' comments suggest a serise of 
agency relative to it, which is indicative of more mature thinking, as well. 
In terms of whether they feel generally positive or negative about 
technology, students whose technology narratives place them in this position 
often say either that they have "both good and bad" feelings about digital 
technology or that they are able to see "both the good and the bad" of this 
technology, acknowledging that context has a lot to do with this. One student, 
expressing this fairly common sentiment, says she is "grateful for technology 
[b]ut at the same time it is overwhelming," while another says she has "mixed 
feelings about technology"—that it is both "good" and "intimidating," and yet 
another says he is "happy but fearful of technology." Lorma, below, obviously 
sees the importance of context on computer technology's impact in people's lives 
and this prevents her from taking an imdifferentiated perspective on it: 
I generally feel that technology is a good thing, but zuith all good things 
there is also a bad side. Technology, such as computers, has a varying 
impact on people's lives thus making it possible for it to be good for 
one person but bad for another. (Lorma) 
Similarly Ben, below, expresses the feeling, so different from that of the 
hegemonic perspective, that computer technology is not 100% good—that the 
potential negative effects (the "taketh" part of the picture) is not something we 
can just overlook or easily rationalize. Charles also sees the apparent 
"contradiction" in his view but is nevertheless able to tolerate it: 
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The world is at the touch of your fingertips, if you have access to the 
internet. . . One would think that with all the time technology saves us, 
we would have more time for leisure. But alas, technology 'giveth and it 
taketh.' (Ben) 
My opinion of technology is one of optimism and skepticism at the 
same time. I know it sounds kind of contradictory. . . (Charles) 
In this section on students whose narratives place them in the negotiated 
stance, students almost without exception subscribe to a substantive, rather than 
an instrumental, theory of digital technology. It is therefore necessary (and 
revealing in itself) to combine the second two issues: 2) how each student feels 
about, or has experienced, the issue of "keeping up" or "keeping current" with 
technology's fast changes; and 3) how each student perceives supposed drawbacks 
or limitations of technology—as necessary and inevitable side effects or as 
potentially serious problems that should be addressed. It is very significant that 
students in the negotiated perspective often do not separate their comments on 
these two matters, seeing the "keeping-up" issue as an important, troublesome 
side effect that needs to be considered, among other reasons, for its potential to 
exacerbate an existing gap between society's have's and have-not's. 
Even so, some students in the negotiated stance, like Abby below, see the 
"keeping-up" factor as a problem lying within themselves rather than in possibly 
unrealistic expectations about computer technology imposed by society: 
I feel that today there are many expectations that concern technology. I 
always feel that I need to become more aware of the technological 
world and that my knowledge is never as extensive as it should be. In 
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some ways, I feel that technology is intimidating. . . Many of iis just 
keep accepting the technology because we feel that we are expected to. 
(Abby). 
However, Abby's last comment ("Many of iis just keep accepting the 
technology because we feel that we are expected to") indicates that she is aware of 
and struggling to articulate a feeling of a mismatch between society's expectations 
and what is right for all people. Jeremy, below, is also clearly struggling with his 
"mixed" attitudes about computer technology and pinponts the "keeping-up" 
issue as the cause for much of this: 
My attitudes toward technology are mixed. . . What I am afraid of is not 
being able to keep up with technology. . . I have had a tough time 
keeping up with the latest on technology and that is one of my fears. . . 
Overall I am happy but fearful of technology. (Jeremy) 
It's funny how you can pay so much for something and within a few 
years it can become worthless. That is how technology works. It is 
always moving forward. Everyday there are advancements made, and 
people fall behind. We can only hope that we don't fall behind too 
much. (Adele). 
Adele quizzically sees it as simply "funny" that keeping up with digital 
technology is so expensive; certainly none of the above students sees themselves 
as having agency relative to this technology's impact in their lives. They also, 
however, all discuss digital technology in substantive, not instnmiental, terms: 
that it has a noticeable and important effect on our lives by its very nature, more 
so than the neutral-tool metaphor wotdd imply. Notice that Mitch, Irwin, Rose, 
Lorma, and Barrett, below, articulate the recognition seen in the negotiated and 
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to some extent in the oppositional positions—but not in the hegemonic—that the 
symbiotic relationship between technology and capitalism presents a nearly 
insurmoimtable challenge in terms of keeping up with the lightning-paced 
advances. The socioeconomics of technology are definitely noticed by these 
participants and not dismissed as insignificant side effects. 
This concern is sometimes hesitantly voiced (as in the case of Mitch) and 
may then be used as the rationale for the ubiquitous presence of computers in 
every aspect of their lives, rather than as a self-evident reason to question it: 
I feel I have benefited greatly from technology although I often curse it. 
This is merely due to my lack of knowledge in the particular area of 
technology. I am negligent. . . because I have failed to keep up on the 
latest advances of technology. . . I sometimes get a sour taste for the 
ever-increasing technology of today and tomorrow. The advances we 
make today could be outdated tomorrow and that leads to transitional 
expenses for the consumer. (Mitch) 
However, Irwin, Rose, Lonna, and Barrett, below, all acknowledge and 
clearly express the effect of the macrolevel (societal) influence on their 
microlevel (personal level) and are able (and willing) to think in a more 
sustained way about these socioeconomic effects without either denjdng them or 
then rejecting technology altogether (they avoid the "all-or-nothing" tendency in 
thinking we have seen in the hegemonic and oppositional stances, in other 
words): 
I feel that nowadays people expect you to be all caught up on the 
technological advances. But what people don't realize is some people 
can't afford it. (Irwin) 
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I think technology is a good thing when everyone has access to it and 
knows how to use it . . .Technology is only useful when everyone has 
access to it. It means nothing for those who know nothing of it. 
Another problem is people are being forced to use whatever latest 
gizmo comes out. Not everyone can afford to do that or wants to do 
that. Those who don't or can't are then left out in the cold. It is 
important to keep yourself updated, but not when that means that 
others are left behind. (Rose) 
I grew up in a home that never had a computer when I was growing up, 
and still does not have one. The costs of technology do not make it 
possible for all people to have them. When I grew up, computers only 
benefited those that could afford to have them. When teachers required 
assignments to be done on the computer because it was faster and made 
things easier to read, this always caused a problem for me. This piece of 
technology that was supposed to make my life easier and faster actually 
caused many problems. . . Computers are good for those that can afford 
them, but for those people that can not afford them they cause more 
problems than benefits. . . [Now, at college computers make my life and 
others' lives easier and quicke?-. [But] I think we need to remember that 
computers can only benefit those that have access to them! (Lonna) 
The purpose behind technology is to make life simpler. It is almost 
impossible to keep up with cultural expectations if we don't keep up 
with the new technology. In my family, we were always one step 
behind in the race for new technology. For example, right when we got 
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our first computer, the newer computers came out. Then my parents 
waited a couple of years and then bought one of the newer ones, but 
even that computer is outdated already. It is frustrating trying to keep up 
to our culture's expectations . . . With my experience of technology, I 
would say it helped some, but it has its drawbacks. The companies who 
come up with new technologies are mainly in it for the money, so they 
keep coming out with new systems, all just a bit different than the 
previous model. Our culture always wants new technology, so this pushes 
these companies to make the new systems, which pushes us individuals 
into buying them. (Barrett) 
Lorma forcefully reminds us "that computers can only benefit those that 
have access to them!" while Barrett repeatedly and directly refers to "cultural 
expectations," noting that computer technology is beneficial but also "has its 
drawbacks," a major one for him being that "companies who come up with new 
technologies are mainly in it for the money . . . Our culture always wants new 
technology, so this pushes these companies to make the new systems, which 
pushes us individuals into buying them." Barrett is seeing the intercormection 
among what is produced and advertised, what we then feel we have to have, our 
never-ending quest to make our lives easier, and technology. This is a 
fundamental problem, say many students in the negotiated position, referring to 
unequal access and the iriherent impossibility of keeping up with cultural 
expectations. 
In a poignant variation on this unequal-access storyline, Ray, who had 
identified himself to me early in the semester as having a learning disability and 
had in fact withdrawn from the university by midterm of the semester, expresses 
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fmstration with not having benefited as much as others from computers in 
school: 
I have limited experiences in technology (computers anyway), but it 
seems to me that it is overrated. First off all my experience in 
computers has only started . . . since I started college. We tend to have a 
bandwagon attitude about technology; everyone does it so it must be great, 
instead of taking time to think about what it really does for us. . . Another 
thing we generally don't think about is that technology is not available to 
everybody. . . It's been my experience in school (primary and secondary) 
that only the 'normal' students or 'gifted' students are introduced to 
technology in schools, not the students in special education. In the end we 
need to decide what we want out of technology and what it can do for us. 
(Ray) 
It is Ray, who has perhaps had the fewest consistently rewarding 
experiences with computer technology, who expresses some of the most 
sophisticated and perceptive thinking about this technology's differential effects, 
as well as an attendant, strong attitude of agency relative to technology in his 
remarks about its being "overrated," our "bandwagon approach to technology," 
and his belief that we need to take "time to think about what it really does for 
us." He exhorts us three times in this short excerpt to "think about" technology 
and to make our own decisions about it that are not based necessarily on cultural 
expectations: "In the end we need to decide what we want out of technology and 
what it can do for us." 
Similarly, other students in the negotiated position say that while they 
believe technology is generally good, they have concerns about our coming to 
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over-rely on it for a variety of reasons, these being primarily what they see as an 
encroaching laziness: 
Computers have their uses, but are they being used for the right ones? 
I have noticed that many people use them without knowing or caring 
how they work or the side effects of their constant use. This stupidity on 
the part of the user can easily lead to absolute control by the few that know 
the power of technology. It would be no one's fault but the uninformed 
user's who would rather be carried on the wave of technology, enjoying 
the laziness. . . YJe must understand technology or become slaves to it. 
(Karen) 
I notice my classmates. . . spending their time worrying about 
technology, and using it as an excuse for not meeting deadlines . . . 
Technology has helped me in many ways, and I do appreciate its 
existence. I feel, however, that those people who market technology are 
pushing their 'techno-wares' as products that make everything easier. 
Unfortunately, their message is being heard, and many people are not 
bothering to work independently without a computer, they are just 
jumping right in and relying on a computer for almost all of their daily 
tasks. (Kara) 
Both Karen and Kara, above, move beyond observations about the 
microlevel of digital technology's influence—to the macrolevel—in their 
comments, connecting an individual level of response to larger patterns of 
cultiural responses. Like Ray, these two students in the negotiated position have 
concerns about our "jumping right in" and being "carried on the wave of 
technology" without really imderstanding its reperciissions. They clearly 
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describe a substantive-theory approach to computer technology with their 
concerns about how our iinreflective reliance on it may create side effects we are 
not fully aware of. 
Although in general, students in the negotiated position evince more 
agency about their relationship to technology, the attitude of resignation we saw 
in the oppositional position is also present to some extent in the negotiated. For 
instance, students acknowledge that they will have to know about technology in 
the future, even though they are quite aware of having received what they see as 
some very biased messages about it—being aware, in other words, of their 
opinions about it having been socially constructed (as indicated by the bold-faced 
language in their responses below) and not jvist an inevitable artifact of 
technology's supposedly neutral-tool nature : 
When I was in elementary school, we used the first primitive 
computers on the market. I was taught that these computers were the 
future and that they would help make my work in the future much 
easier. . . I think that because I was taught that technology could help me at 
an early age, I have assumed that it is good most of my life without really 
thinking about it .. . Children today are raised to believe that computers 
can do almost anything they need to do. Qeff) 
I think that the cultural expectations that are put on us are through the 
media. It is the media that dictates whether or not a new piece of 
software will be successful or if a certain brand of processor is better. . . 
Our culture is saying that we need to have computers. They are 
essential to keeping the workplace running efficiently, and keeping our 
students aware of the newest information (via internet). Our society is 
concerned with the newest technological breakthroughs related to 
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making our home/office computing easier. The message is faster is 
better. Don't be left in the dust with the old technology. (Sue) 
As the bold-faced portions of Jeffs and Sue's comments indicate, their 
thinking reflects an awareness that they have received and been molded to some 
extent by cultural messages about digital technology; however, these portions 
also show some resistance to these messages and even more importantly, the 
ability to apply critical thinking to this all-encompassing aspect of our lives. An 
important difference then between the thinking of students in the negotiated 
position and that of students in the hegemonic and oppositional is this 
awareness coupled with their apparent recognition of the need to find ways to 
incorporate technology into their lives without necessarily buying wholesale 
into everything it is and does to its users. Their comments imply that they are 
retaining the ability to think about technology (as Ray, above, so memorably says 
is necessary) and thereby make decisions about it—so that, as Ray says, "In the 
end, we [can] decide what we want out of technology and what it can do for us." 
For example, Wayne's recounting of a specific use of computer technology 
when he was in high school demonstrates his coming to awareness of some of 
the weaknesses of this technology, a realization he says was tough for him, 
because "from my family 1 got the impression that technology is always good, 
there is no downside, and it totally improves daily life": 
When I was in eleventh grade, for American History and Language 
Arts, I had to put together some sort of presentation about the Civil 
War. So I decided to do it on the aspect of what each side had to do to 
win the war, key points for victory in battle. I had planned on doing a 
little hypercard display because my mom showed me how to do that. So as 
I was looking up information on Grollier's Encyclopedia by [sicJ CD ROM, I 
113 
noticed that it had a little movie-type clip about the strategic points for the 
civil war battle. It even had a guy reading a part going with the video. So I 
used this video and put it along within the hypercard and I presented this 
and the teachers loved it! BUT, there were some problems. First of all, the 
computer screen was so small, not everyone could see it because we were 
in an auditorium. Secondly, the presentation was all done on computer, I 
didn't have to say anything, and the hypercard stack and the voices and 
video clip went extremely slow. So I experienced the good and the bad 
things about using computers with that project. (Wayne) 
However, some students in the negotiated position are still very resigned 
about computer technology even though they recognize the immense press of 
cultural influence, and feel they have no real options about this technology. 
This is the case with Vernon, below, although notice that he says he is 
"choos[ing] to do nothing about it": 
To look at the technology and not just use it blindly is asking a lot of the 
majority of computer users . . . After looking long and hard at my 
[computer] experiences, I find that I comprehend what is happening, but I 
choose to do nothing about it. (Vernon) 
Similarly, Jess shows an awareness of cultural influence, but doesn't 
express a strong sense of agency about being able to affect the course of his 
technological life once this "opinion of technology" has been formed for him by 
others: 
In school we were using technology at an early age. It was a privilege to 
get to use the computer and if a student broke a rule, hislher computer 
privilege would be taken away. We would only play games on that 
computer but even at an early age ive were being taught that computers 
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were a lot of fun and that computers are good. No student ever said 
that they didn't loant to play on the computer because it was the 'in' 
thing to use it. By doing this our opinion of technology was already 
being formed for us. Qess) 
Thus, the technology narratives both reveal thinking—and prompt 
students in the negotiated position to further thinking—about the ubiquitousness 
of computer technology in their lives; in general, their comments indicate more 
differentiated, more critical, thinking about this technology than that of other 
participants. 
"Taking up with Reality": Characteristic Words or Expressions Students Use to 
Describe their Experiences with Digital Technology 
The majority of these terms or expressions have been pointed out or been 
apparent in the respective sections describing the hegemonic, oppositional, and 
negotiated stances, so they will only be summarized here while being subjected 
to deeper analysis about what their use seems to indicate. Significantly, there is 
little if any overlap between the characteristic terms used by each group, 
indicating that each has it own individual way of seeing and describing (decoding 
and reproducing) society's messages about computer technology as it affects their 
lives. To the extent that we can identify wording that is specific to each 
perspective, we can associate a characteristic way of, as Borgmann (1988) describes 
it, "tak[ing] up with reality" (p. 72) peculiar to each participant's current 
technological worldview. It is also very obvious that student positions as 
reflected in their language follow Heidegger's description of the two common 
extreme stances in response to technology, neither of which is particularly 
iiseful, especially in how it positions the individual in relation to affecting the 
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conditions of his/her life: "a stiiltified compulsion to push on blindly with 
technology [hegemonic] or, what comes to the same thing, to rebel helplessly 
against it [oppositional]" (Heidegger qtd. in Dreyfus, 1995, p. 97). In this section, I 
have for the most part singled out words and expressions which I foimd used 
more than once in each perspective, although sometimes in slightly different 
forms. 
Hegemonic-Dominant Position. Students in the hegemonic stance, as 
noted earlier, use words that are not only strongly positive but which also tend to 
be trite ways of talking about technology and its benefits. These students describe 
computers as: making the world (or endless information) available at our 
fingertips, or at the dick of a mouse; making the world smaller; making this an 
exciting time to be alive; providing benefits that far outweigh any disadvantages; 
taking us where no man has gone before; the best thing since sliced bread; the 
most important discovery since penicillin; the way (or wave) of the future; part 
of our fast-paced world; cutting-edge; necessary to survive; and necessary so we 
won't be left behind, left in the dust, or left out in the cold. This use of already-
set-in-motion language mirrors the hegemonic stance's defining characteristic of 
decoding society's messages about technology as they have been encoded, with 
little or no intervening changes of those messages based on contrary experiences 
or concerns the decoder may have. 
Oppositional Position. In the oppositional stance, students' language 
clearly mirrors their primarly negative feelings about digital technology; 
therefore, in this position we don't see the reliance on ready-made expressions as 
in the hegemonic, no doubt a reflection of the fact that students are decoding 
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society's messages in a way primarily contrary to how they were encoded. The 
words that appear with enough frequency to be striking in oppositional students' 
narratives are: force(d), pressure(d), and frustration/frustrated. These students 
also repeatedly and blimtly say that they have a negative attitude about 
technology, and they express in various ways resentment or alienation about 
having been made to feel that they should be using and liking computers. Some 
flatly say, "I just don't get it," and that they think digital technology is overrated. 
All of these terms reflect this group's imifying characteristic of having had what 
to them are disappointing or less-than-adequate experiences with computers, 
which have now caused them to at least temporarily question a wholehearted 
acceptance of digital technology. As we have seen in the "baseline" section of 
technology narratives, narratives of students in the oppositional position reveal 
that, rather than wrestling with larger-scale concerns about technology's impacts, 
most are frustrated with it on a personal level and hence, as we have seen, many 
of these students hold out hope that they will eventually have more positive 
feelings. 
Negotiated Position. Finally, students in the negotiated position tend to 
use language that reflects the contradictory and dichotomous feelings about 
digital technology many are struggling with; in Heidegger's terminology, they are 
neither pushing on blindly with technology nor rebelling helplessly against it. 
Accordingly, they seem sometimes to be reaching for words to express this mix of 
feelings, and often end up simply saying they have both good and bad feelings; 
they see both advantages and disadvantages, or that it makes our lives better but 
it has a downside too; they feel some combination of awed and intimidated or 
overwhelmed at the same time; and they see both convenience and laziness as 
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side effects of computer use. While students in the negotiated position also 
sometimes use trite ways of talking about computer technology, it is always with 
a clear indication that they're aware that these are cliched—expected—ways of 
thinking and talking about it; indeed, sometimes they use these expressions to 
poke fim at them or to discuss their awareness of having been vulnerable to 
some of these messages at one time. These students, in what is no doubt a 
related use of language, often use the word expectations, sometimes as part of the 
terms cultural expectations or society's expectations. 
Characteristic Patterns of Engagement with Digital Technology Throughout 
Students' Lives 
The following three narratives, reproduced in fuller form, represent the 
characteristic patterris with which my students describe their engagment with 
digital technology to this point in their lives. These patterns correspond to each 
of the three stances student technology narratives/autobiographies suggest are 
generally taken relative to digital technology: the hegemomic, the oppositional, 
and the negotiated. The differences here obviously have to do with how much 
the student perceives this technology has been an ongoing force or presence in 
his/her life, whether that presence has been primarily positive or negative (or 
both), and with how troublesome, exhilarating, or expected he/she has foimd the 
demands of keeping up and the issue of side effects. 
Hegemonic-Dominant Position. Lyle's narrative represents the 
hegemonic position well because his thinking is so comfortably, completely, and 
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emphatically united with society's messages about computer technology. While 
it might seem that the very process of looking back and reflecting on how one 
has been shaped by cultural forces would have the effect of beginning to loosen 
the hold of some of those forces (and in fact this is what Takayoshi and others say 
is the goal of this narrative exercise—to help students become technology 
"critics"), my study shows that this is not necessarily the restdt in the case of 
students in the hegemonic stance. Indeed, many students in the hegemonic 
position seem to hold on all the more tightly and defiantly to their perspective (a 
reaction the adult development literature calls "attitude polarization"), and 
perhaps none quite so much as Lyle who reflects here on how his development 
was intertwined with digital technology and how it led to his current very 
positive feelings about it: 
Ever since I was very young technology has played an important role in 
my life. My past experiences with technology have led me to pursue a 
career in this dynamic field, and being around technology was the 
cause for such a life-shaping decision. I remember it well: a little black 
and brown box that allowed children to enter worlds they never 
dreamed possible. . . I received my first Atari when I was in 
kindergarten. . . this was an extravagant gift at the time. I can't even 
recall how many hours I spent those first few years playing 'Berserker/ 
'Maze Craze,' 'Pitfall,' and 'Spaced Invaders.' It was the coolest thing 
since sliced bread. As the years progressed, and my parents finally 
started to hear of the ills of video games, and how Nintendo warped 
your mind, they decided it was best if an Atari was the only game 
system I had. At first I was really depressed to hear this news, but when 
I found out that all of my friends were getting a Nintendo I started to 
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perk lip. Don't let it ever be said that video games were a waste of 
time, because I have the strongest bonds of friendship with the young 
men I was fortunate enough to spend all of my time with playing 
video games. On days off from school, all through the summer, and 
during in-service, it was a race to get home and be player number one. 
So ever since that first day I have been hooked, and I wouldn't give it up 
for anything. . . Back in the early days of personal computers, my dad had 
to bring home an old Panasonic from work ... It had a megabyte of ram, 
no hard drive, and two 5.25 drives. It was almost as cool as my Atari, and 
that is when I got hooked on computers . . . The coolest thing I ever did 
was call NASA on the modem, although it didn't please my parents very 
much since it was long distance. . . Those experiences at home with a 
computer lit a fire under me, and I wanted to know more. At school they 
probably thought I lived in the computer lab. . . (Lyle) 
Lyle's narrative is similar to many in the hegemonic-dominant category 
who recount a snowballing series of positive interactions with computer 
technology. Their stories take on an "onward-and-upward" feeling as they relate 
how this technology has always and relentlessly been a force for good, for 
convenience, and for productivity in their lives and has increasingly played a 
more central role in their lives, up to their present college experiences and for 
many, like Lyle, even dictating their future careers. 
Oppositional Position. Recall that the overwhelming feelings that come 
through in the narratives of students in the oppositional position are frustration 
and alienation; these are often accompanied by placing blame somewhere— 
sometimes on themselves—for their present attitude, as well as the 
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aforementioned hopefulness that some fine day, they will love computers! 
Amie's narrative articulates all of these elements: 
I have had fairly limited experience with computers until rather 
recently. . . During the latter half of my high school education, I felt 
that something was going on with computers that I was missing. The 
internet ivas becoming available to homeowners and the schools, but I 
didn 't put forth the effort to get involved. . . When I came to school 
here at ISU last semester, I felt a very strong need to get familiar with my 
computer and what it could do for me ... I just browsed the internet, 
downloaded notes for Chemistry and Economics classes, and basically 
avoided learning anything new. I was constantly influenced to do more to 
make my life easier, but every time I tried, I got so frustrated, I had to give 
up. The constant feeling that I had to get it and that I had to love it kept 
me coming back over and over even though the results were always the 
same. . . The technology push is something in the air, so to speak. 
Everyone's talking about it, using it, and basically involved in it so you 
feel obligated to get into the group ... At this point in my life I have a 
fairly negative attitude towards technology. I don't like it because I can't 
figure it out. It frustrates me so much that I have days when I don't even 
want to look at my computer. On the other hand, other days I will sit at 
my computer rearranging programs for hours just to make room for some 
new software I just bought. . . I just don't like the idea that I don't yet have 
enough experience to make my computer run that smoothly. (Amie) 
It is significant that Amie uses language that is reminiscent of other students' 
voicing this perspective (for instance, Jean, in the oppositional subsection above): 
that he should be both using and liking computers more than he was/is. 
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Students articulating an oppositional stance suggest that either they eventually 
will "come around" to feeling more positive about digital technology or that they 
will deal with it because they have to, but have basically rejected it. 
Negotiated Position. Finally, to provide a fuller insight into the 
negotiated position, I provide below an excerpt from the technology narrative of 
a student who has been able to gain the necessary critical distance on his 
experiences, to remove his "ideological clothes" temporarily, recognizing and 
questioning the effects technology has had in his life while also looking at the 
larger social forces that this technology both reflects and reinforces. Jared traces a 
chronology of technology in his life and then demonstrates his developing 
ability to connect its influences to forces outside his immediate life: 
Ever since I can remember I've been flooded with technology. . . At the 
babysitters or day-care center they used technology as controlling. If 
someone didn't behave then he or she would have to sit in the comer 
and miss out on the cartoons on TV. . . Then at school if we didn't 
have any reports of misbehavior we were allowed to use the computer 
to play games or make your own storybooks. And in early schooling it 
was a great honor if you got to make your own book using the school's 
technology. We felt left out and behind if we didn 't get to use 
technology. Others were ahead and better than us. All of these early 
experiences helped shape our view of technology as something we 
should keep up with. 
As I approached middle school our family got a computer and I was 
kind of shown how great and powerful it was. If I learned to use it my 
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life would be easier and better off. We are being shown and told that 
technology is this awesome thing that will make our lives easier and 
better and that we need to have the latest things in order to survive. 
But as we grow older and become more educated we start to get through 
all the myths and lies of technology and see some of the truths. We start 
to realize that it's not all powerful and good. That technology is not 
always helpful, it can crash or not do what we want it to do. That it 
has many drawbacks and flaws. . . Today I see technology as a double-
edged sword . . .Technology is ruining our air and depleting our natural 
resources. There is no way we can stop technology from advancing, but 
what we can do is look at it more critically and determine what's right for 
us. (Jared). 
Although Jared obviously sees the complicity of his parents and schools in 
perpetuating technology assumptioris, he is also begiiming to look beyond these 
social forces as the sole sources of his dissatisfaction and concerns about 
technology today and see them as symptomatic of a larger cultural condition. 
Notice how similar his last sentence is to the exhortations of Ray (p. 109 above) 
to "think about it." However, Jared doesn't, finally, seem to feel a great deal of 
agency to affect this larger course of technology, believing that he can make good 
decisions only for himself. Like the hegemonic narratives, those in the 
negotiated category also trace a chronology of increasingly interise involvement 
with computers, but students in the negotiated perspective show evidence of 
having begun to re-think some of the previously imquestioned societal messages 
about technology—some of their "comfortable thoughts." 
123 
The hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated positions as they are 
instantiated in my first-year students' attitudes toward digital technology reveal 
even more about my students' ability to develop their critical computer literacy 
in computer-intensive FY Comp when combined with information from the 
General Questionnaire, as discussed below. 
Beginning to Modestly Re-Think Comfortable Thoughts: 
Initial Data from the General Questionnaire 
Given the fact that more nuanced, mature thinking develops as a result of 
considering new and diverse perspectives and from recognizing that one is 
always and already operating in the world from the vantage point of a 
perspective that may not have been brought fully to awareness and reflected on, 
we can gain additional insight into my students' perception of their developing 
critical computer literacy from their responses to several questions on the 
General Questionnaire (Appendix J). While data from the technology narratives 
show a "baseline," thinking elicited a bit later in the semester by the General 
Questionnaire begins to show some changes in students' stances toward 
computer technology—changes in their perceptions of technology's influence in 
their and others' lives. 
This instrument is a series of eight questions administered to students just 
before midterm and described in Chapter Three. The first three questions were 
designed to collect rather basic information about students when I was not yet 
sure what might prove salient in the study. Thus, it is actually questions 4-8 that 
provide some insight, especially when combined with data from the technology 
narratives and the later Focused Questionnaire and Focus-Group Interviews, 
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into how students perceive their ability to develop their critical computer literacy 
as a function of their past and ongoing experiences with computer technology, as 
well as reveal what impediments to critical computer literacy might be and what 
kinds of experiences might be necessary for students to make the shift into more 
reflective, less "comfortable" ways of thought about technology. 
Critical Thinking about Computers 
Responses to two of the questions on the General Questionnaire 
established or confirmed that students had in general not done much critical 
thinking prior to their semester of FY Comp with me—and certainly not much at 
all specifically about the effects of digital technology in their lives. Thus I am 
able to surmise how much of an effect the course's approach (looking at and 
through digital technology) can potentially have on students' thinking. For 
instance, Question #4 asks students, "How much critical thinking about 
computers had you done before this course?" and offers them the possibility of 
responding along a continuum from "Little to None" to "Quite a Bit." Not 
surprisingly, as Apple (1991), Selfe and Selfe (1994), Takayoshi (1996b), and others 
contend, most students had not thought critically about computers before their 
FY Comp class with me in which digital technology was made an explicit topic of 
inquiry. An average of 69% in the two semesters selected "Little to None" in 
answer to this question, while an average of 31% in the two semesters described 
their previous critical thinking about computers either as somewhere in the 
middle of the scale or as "Quite a Bit." 
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Hegemonic-Dominant Position. Least siirprisingly, a majority of students 
in the hegemonic position selected the "Little to None" response to describe 
their amoimt of previous critical thinking about computers; in fact, hegemonic 
students selected the "Little to None" choice with roughly twice the frequency 
with which they chose "Quite a Bit" or indicated they fell between the two 
extremes (see Table 4.1)*. 
Table 4.1: Previous critical thinking about computers 
*The numerical presentation of data in both the text and in tabular form in 
Chapters 4,5, and 6 is a complementary way to describe the patterns of responses 
of my participants as each semester progressed. It is not intended to make 
statistical inferences about or to generalize beyond the students in this study, 
under these conditions. The numbers are descriptive and indicate, in general, 
amounts of change over the semester for these students in each perspective. 
I have excerpted below the comments accompanying a few of the 
responses to Question #4, which shed some light on how students in the 
hegemonic stance perceive the role, if any, critical thinking about computers 
played in their lives before FY Comp. For instance, the responses of Warren and 
Gloria below—particularly the bold-faced portions of those responses—continue to 
reveal this perspective's very dominant instrumental, "neutral-tool" beliefs 
about computers: 
None [had done no critical thinking about computers]. I just always 
used computers for classes and entertainment and I never thought if 
[the] computer were good or bad. I just had an opinion that they were 
here and I never really thought about that. (Warren) 
Hegemonic 
Oppositional 
Negotiated 
Little to None 
64% 
86% 
69% 
In-Between 
14% 
7% 
12% 
Quite a Bit 
22% 
7% 
19% 
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Critical thinking about computers was little to none. I really don't 
think about a computer in depth, I just work on it typing up papers. 
(Gloria) 
Oppositional Position. A very interesting and more surprising piece of 
infonnation that emerges from these data is that students in the oppositional 
position are foimd almost entirely (at 86%) in the "Little to No" previous 
thinking about computers category for both semesters. In fact, in the first 
semester, 100% of oppositional students responding to the questionnaire selected 
the "Little to None" response to describe their previous critical thinking about 
computers! In contrast, one would suppose, or hope, that if a student had 
developed a pervasively negative attitude to computers it would be the result of 
careful consideration of several computer-related issues and perspectives on 
those issues. Few chose to elaborate on their responses (as it was not indicated 
for them to do so), but I make two conjectures about the preponderance of 
oppositional students in the "Little to None" category based on examination of 
these and other data. 
One possibility is that, as I have indicated above in discussions of students 
taking an oppositional view of technology, many of these students have arrived 
at this stance with very little actual examination of the issues; they tend to have 
chosen it based on one or more personally frustrating experiences. This would 
obviously support their later contention that they have not really thought 
critically about computers. Indeed, as is indicated by the developmental 
charactersitic of Multiplicity attributed to them, these students tend to see their 
own impressions (based on strictly personal experience) as evidence enough for 
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their opinion. A second but less likely explanation is that because of the reading 
and exposure to various diverse viewpoints on technology and its side effects, 
both good and ill, during the FY Comp semester, these students then adopted the 
oppositional viewpoint even though they had not thought much about it before 
the semester. This seems less likely, however, because the General 
Questionnaire was administered just before midterm and the technology 
narrative only two to three weeks into the term both semesters, and students 
would not have yet had the full impact of the semester's work of "looking both 
at and through" technology. While it may be likely that by midterm they might 
have absorbed enough new information to have some awakening questions 
about technology, it seems highly unlikely that by midterm, when they say they 
haven't thought about technology before in this way, that they would have 
become so completely negative/oppositional about it. 
Negotiated Position. Students whose earlier technology narrative 
suggested negotiated thinking about digital technology also heavily selected the 
"Little to None" choice for Question #4, a result also rather surprising inasmuch 
as these students' technology narratives indicate, on the whole, more nuanced 
thinking about computers than their coxmterparts in the hegemonic and 
oppositional positions. However, again, as the scholars cited above point out, we 
tend not to ask our students and citizens in general to think critically about the 
technology that pervades our lives, undoubtedly the reason nearly 70% of my 
students overall said they had not thought about it much before their FY Comp 
semester with me. The comments these students showing a more negotiated 
response to technology appended to their answer to Question #4 indicate that as 
a result of the course to that point (looking at and through technology), they 
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believe they are coming into contact with different perspectives on a previously 
unquestioned influence in their lives and that this is having some effect on their 
thinking: 
Before this course I hadn't really thought much about computers in the 
ways we have discussed in this class. Now that I am in this course I do 
think more about them and if they are as great as I had previously 
thought. (Jeff) 
I had never really thought critically about computers and the 
socio/cultural aspects that computers have. (Sue) 
Very little [critical thinking about computers]. I had never thought 
about computers in the way we do in this class. (Trudy) 
Thus, even though they have apparently never thought this 
systematically about digital technology before, students in the negotiated position 
seem more able to recognize this as a different and potentially more useful 
approach to thinking about this technology and are more open to the possibility 
of reconceptualizing their thinking about this technology as a result of the class's 
looking at and through technology. 
Critical Thinking in General 
Given that I suspected that students would not have done much critical 
thinking about computers, I wanted to know if they thought they had had much 
experience thinking critically about other topics. Therefore, the follow-up 
question to #4 on the General Questionnaire is Question #5: "Before this 
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semester of 105. what was your prior experience of thinking critically about a 
topic?" To elicit more information, I didn't offer a continuvun on which to 
respond. The responses to Question #5 reveal two potentially important bits of 
information about students' perceptions of the critical thinking they had done to 
this point in their lives and its bearing on their critical computer literacy 
development in computer-intensive FY Comp. 
First, both semesters' students were fairly evenly divided between those 
whose responses to Question #5 indicate they had done "some" or "much" 
(about 55%) and those whose responses indicate they had done "little" (about 
45%) critical thinking about other topics before FY Comp. In the light of the 
importance of critical thinking for oxir students (see Chapter Two), this 
information is interesting for what it suggests about how students believe they 
have been trained in and given opportunities for critical thinking in their 
schooling prior to university. Secondly, I discern no pattern between the 
students' placement into one of the three technology stances (hegemonic, 
oppositional, or negotiated) and their description of the amount of general 
critical thinking they had done before their English 105 semester. Their 
placement into the attitudinal positions relative to digital technology is more, if 
somewhat tenuously, related to their thinking critically about computers 
specifically, as discussed above. 
Some of the comments students made as they characterized the critical 
thinking they had done prior to FY Comp and that which they were asked to do 
in their semester with me reveal that critical thinking is not an activity they 
were accustomed to; many (like Jordan, John, Jana, Sue, and Wayne, below) 
mention engaging in it for the first time only since coming to imiversity, and 
then, in English classes primarily: 
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I had a little experience in [English] 104, but outside of that my 
experience is limited. I tend to stick with facts. There is less confusion 
that way. (Jordan) 
Last semester [in English 104] I had to do quite a bit of thinking critically 
about my papers. Qohn) 
I did my first critical thinking in English 104. (Jana) 
I had not had too much experience with critical thinking in classes 
before 105. Critical thinking is harder for me since I have not had the 
previous experience. (Sue) 
I really didn't think totally critically about anything. I would sort of 
just go part-way in my thinking and that was usually good enough for 
high school. (Wayne) 
The comments above, while perhaps amusing on the surface, are also 
disturbing when their implications are examined. Students don't perceive 
critical thinking as having been an integral part of their education and cognitive 
development to this point, they see it as presenting "confusion" because it is 
somehow different from "the facts" (which may also explain why they associate 
it with an English class!), and they see it as something a student would do only if 
pushed to go more than "part-way" in his/her thinking. 
In even stronger language, some students (like Will and Barry, below) 
indicate that they just basically don't care for critical thinking! 
131 
I didn't like to think that deeply about topics and I still don't like to 
critically think about a topic. (Will) 
I would do it [critical thinking] when I needed to for classes, so not too 
much. (Barry) 
Some comments also reveal that exactly what critical thinking is 
continued to be confusing to some students (Jordan, above, and Amy, Veronica, 
and Gloria, below), raising the question of how useful the thinking strategy is if it 
is so tentatively imderstood by students, and whether it coxild become usefully 
incorporated into these individuals' cognitive repertoires as a way of 
approaching the world (as described in Chapter Two) if they're not sure when 
they've done it: 
I may have done a paper about this in advanced writing, but don't 
really remember it. (Amy) 
I had done some papers in high school in which I believe that I kind of 
thought critically about a topic. (Veronica) 
I guess I have thought critically about some topics, but at the time 
zvhen I'm actually thinking about the topic I don't think to myself, 
'Hey, you know you're thinking critically!' (Gloria) 
However, other students (Ken, Henry, Mandy, Wendell, and Walt, below) 
indicate their recognition that the thinking they engaged in for FY Comp was 
qualitatively and even quantitatively different than that which they had done 
before; they know what they are doing when they think critically and how it is 
potentially useful to them: 
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I had thought critically about a topic hut not near to the extent that 1 
have in this class. I have opened up my mind more and realized that 
there are other alternatives besides the one that I think is right. (Ken) 
I have always been a critical thinker but I have rarely had to do it in a 
class and receive a grade for critical thinking. (Henry) 
I have always thought that I was good at thinking critically but taking 
this class showed me that I had a lot of room for improvement. 
(Mandy) 
Some papers in high school forced me to think critically, but never as 
deep as this class demands. (Wendell) 
/ had experience thinking critically before in prior English classes, 104. 
In 105 the critical thinking is at a new level and I have had to think a lot 
harder and had to look at both sides of an argument more than I have 
ever had to in the past. (Walt) 
Particularly the comments of Ken and Walt, above, show the hoped-for 
effect of critical, more mature, thinking—thinking which is comfortable with 
ambiguity and multiple perspectives, which does not leap to judgment, and 
which is willing to reconsider an opinion in the light of new information. 
Accordingly, Chapters 5 and 6 will present and analyze the results of participants 
more cor\sciously and deliberately re-thinking some of their comfortable 
perspectives relative to computer technology, as the critical qualitative research 
process moved from these compilation of a primary record and preliminary 
133 
reconstructive analysis phases into the more demanding and probing 
reconstructive analysis, dialogical data generation, and describing system 
relatiorts phases of the project. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
(RE-THINKING COMFORTABLE THOUGHTS) 
Effect of Course on Thinking: Non-Permeable and Permeable Perspectives 
As students continued to reflect on how they are affected by cultural 
assimiptioris and expectations about computer technology and how the class 
work may be affecting their thinking, analysis of this evolving thinking is 
meaningful when responses are separated according to whether each student's 
technology narrative identified him/her as initially and/or characteristically 
taking a hegemonic, oppositional, or negotiated stance relative to technology. 
Questior\s #6 and #7 on the General Questiormaire prompted students to think 
about these issues, thus continiiing and deepening the recor\structive analysis, as 
well as beginning the dialogical data generation, and describing system relations 
phases of the project. Chapter Five presents and analyzes the data associated 
with students' examination of some of their earlier attitudes about digital 
technology, looking particularly at how their thiriking is or is not affected as a 
result of the course and how affected they believe they may be by the prominent 
cultural assumptions about technology at approximately the midterm point of 
the semester. These data are analyzed by whether the student's perspective 
represents a permeable or non-permeable stance on computer technology. This 
chapter also presents and analyzes data revealing students' perceptions of how 
well the computer lab environment accomplishes one of its purported goals: 
"connectivity." 
Question #6 asks students to think about the "how" and "why" of a 
possible shift in thinking—the extent to which they may be beginning to re-think 
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some comfortable thoughts, in other words: "Has your experience so far in 
English 105 ("including the readings, discussions, and writing) affected your 
thinking about computers? If so. how? If not, why do you think your thinking 
about technology has not changed?" Of the 52 students identified by their 
technology narratives as taking a hegemonic stance early in the semester, 44 
answered #6 on the General Questionnaire; probably predictably, only 16% said 
they felt their thinking had been changed by the work of the semester at that 
point, just prior to midterm, while an overwhelming majority (84%) said their 
thinking had not changed. However, among students whose technology 
narratives suggested their stance toward technology is primarily oppositional 
early in the semester, the perception of or openness to change in thinking is 
fairly evenly divided at about the halfway point of the semester: 57% said they 
believed they had experienced some change in their thinking as a result of the 
course's work to that point, while the other 43% said their thinking had not 
changed. Finally, students whose technology narratives revealed a primarily 
negotiated perspective on digital technology early in the semester presented a 
profile of response nearly the mirror opposite of students taking the hegemonic 
perspective: nearly three-fourths (72%) said their thinking had changed as a 
result of the course work to that point in the semester, while 28% said their 
thinking had not changed (see Table 5.1, below). 
Table 5.1: Student perception of effect of course on thinking (at midterm) 
"No" "Yes" 
No Change in Some Change in 
Thinking Thinking 
Hegemonic 84% 16% 
Oppositional 43% 57% 
Negotiated 28% 72% 
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Non-Permeable (Hegemonic and Oppositional) Perspectives 
It is more revealing to further analyze the "no" and "yes" responses to 
whether students believe their thinking (their baseline stance) is shifting, and to 
look at exemplar student quotations for five more discriminating categories 
drawn from students whose technology narrative suggests they began the 
semester with a hegemonic stance toward technology. Of course, the majority of 
these students said they felt the course so far was simply having no efifect on 
their thinking, among them Earl and Lyle, below: 
I don't think that it has affected my thinking. Before I always thought of 
technology being a good thing. And now I still feel the same way about it. 
(Earl) 
English 105 has not nor will it ever change my opinion on computers. 
. . . any beliefs that I have about computers and how they are used 
won't be shattered by any groundbreaking revelations that I didn't 
know before about computers. (Lyle) 
These two comments would seem to represent attitude polarization in the 
extreme; they express a stavmch and deferisive hegemonic position: "I'm not 
open to the possibility of thinking about this in any other way, and trying to do 
so would be pointless; I'm not going to change." This stance is described by 
Alexander and Dochy (1994) as an "aggressive" one rather than a "cooperative" 
one in which "beliefs are opened up for examination" (p. 241). Recall from 
Chapter Two's subsection "First-Year Composition and Adult Development" 
that such a stance is seen as being at odds with the hoped-for result of critical 
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thinking development. Mezirow (1990) describes such thinking as manifesting 
itself thus: "More inclusive, discriminating, permeable, and integrative 
perspectives are superior perspectives that adults choose if they can because they 
are motivated to better imderstand the meaning of their experience" (p. 14). 
Among this majority of students taking a hegemonic stance and believing 
their thinking has not changed to this point in the semester, some responses 
indicate a noticeable degree of impatience with the "looking at" digital 
technology concept of the course, a further manifestation of the non-cooperative 
outlook described above: 
I don't think that this class has really affected my thinking about 
computers just because I don't really care. I guess I am just not very 
interested in [computers] . . . Plus I am not really learning anything 
about computers that I don't know. (Sandy) 
Not really [the class hasn't affected my thinking]. Most of the articles 
don't interest me and sometimes I have no clue as to what they are 
trying to prove. (Marian) 
Some students responded in the negative by virtue of their having 
interpreted the question as a how-to (an instrumental) question rather than a 
critical thinking question; thus, their responses are in terms of their having not 
changed their level of instrumental comfort/facility with operating the 
computer as a tool in English 105. For instance, recall that Lou, from Chapter 4, 
can't "imderstand . . . stubborn people [who] should just relax and give 
technology a chance": 
Since I felt comfortable with them [computers] before the class, thinking 
about the computer didn't really do much for me. (Lou) 
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No, I think it hasn't changed because I was already aware about the 
advantages of technology. (Will) 
I still think that computers are a tool we use to make things easier. 
This is what I have always thought and probably always will. 
(Wendell) 
The fact that these students interpreted the question about thinking (looking at 
technology) in instrumental/tool terms (looking through technology) is a strong 
indication in itself of the way they "tcike up with" technology; one needn't think 
about it (look at it), one need only accept it and use it (look through it). 
A few students in the hegemonic position said that their thinking about 
computer technology had actually become even more positive than before the 
course began. Most of these responses indicated a generally more positive 
attitude which they attributed to the course to that point: 
Yes, my view has changed on technology. With analyzing ads it makes 
you think how technology has advanced. Computers especially. 
(Warren) 
I think that computers are a great resource. Before I really didn't think 
about it. 105 helped me to appreciate computers more. (Patrick) 
The two students below singled out our use of DIWE (Daedalus Integrated 
Writing Environment), on which they had been able to have a real-time 
conversation with their classmates, as the specific computer use that reinforced 
their already hegemonic-dominant stance on technology: 
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Of course this class has affected my thinking about computers and it 
has done so in a positive way. For instance, I had no idea that what we 
did last Friday was possible with computers. It was a lot of fun 
interacting via computers with classmates because people discussed 
their true feelings about relevant issues. (Ken) 
I believe 105 has given me a more positive thought about computers. 
Using the online discussion was interesting and fun. Being able to 
have a discussion in an alternate form makes the class more 
interesting. (Jana) 
Obviously, none of the above students is re-thinking his/her hegemoruc 
stance at this point in the semester, but what is notable is the implicit (and 
sometimes explicit) message in some of these students' responses that they don't 
see why they would need to undertake any further reflection about computers 
and, further, that this is a process they don't foresee embarking on. However, a 
very few students whose initial thinking about digital technology was clearly 
hegemonic-dominant responded that their thinking had changed as a result of 
the work in the class to that point. This change is generally described by these 
students as now being aware of "two sides," or being aware of a possible 
"downside," to computer technology, and this change is suggestive of that which 
scholars in the literatures of critical thinking and adult development say 
indicates a possible shift to more mature—critical—thinking which includes the 
ability and willingness to deal with ambiguity and contradictioiis and to cor\sider 
an issue from many sides: 
Well, it has made me think more about the downside of computers 
rather than the positive side. (Stan) 
140 
I have changed some of my ideas about computers now. I see the 
importance of looking at both sides of the issue, and not just thinking 
about how easy computers seem to make our lives. (Andrew) 
Makes me think a little more about the 'con' side to using a computer for 
class. Cfon) 
My experience so far has definitely affected my thinking about 
computers. For one thing, I am aware of problems connected with 
computers. Especially with internet crime and having computers in 
elementary schools. I am also becoming aware of more uses for the 
computer than I had previously knew about or hadn't thought about. 
(Claudia) 
Students whose technology narratives identified them as oppositional in 
their current stance toward technology can also be broadly separated by their 
response to Question #6 into those who do and those who do not believe their 
thinking about computer technology had changed at that point in the semester. 
Contrasted to the profile of responses in the other two attitude groupings, these 
students are split fairly evenly (57% and 43%, respectively): students who 
believed they had experienced some change in their thinking and those who said 
their thinking had not changed. 
For those who said their thiriking had not changed as a result of the class 
activities to that pre-midterm point in the semester (and whose thinking was 
originally oppositional to technology), the reason for the response is fairly 
uniform; most said because they already felt negatively, they had not changed 
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their stance (just as hegemonic students said they already felt positively about 
computers and had not changed that stance). This is significant because the 
existence of the non-permeable perspective in the two extreme stances—the 
hegemonic-dominant and the oppositional—indicates, in the context of this study 
and these students, that the stances are at least as much a function of the 
students' level of development of critical thinking as of their actual experiences 
with computer technology or of some independently existing "Truth" about this 
technology. 
Among students whose technology narrative indicated an initial 
oppositional stance toward technology, one said, "It [The class and its approach] 
does not have any impact on me," while another said, "I think I still have the 
same feelings about computers now as I always have." Jake, below, says that 
while he has honed his thinking skills, this has not changed his opinion about 
digital technology: 
I don't think that my thinking has changed much at all because a lot of 
the things we have done for this class have been either interpretive, or 
would be based on opinion. The critical thinking would be the only 
thing that would have made changes, but that has developed my 
critical thinking skills more than changing my opinion, (fake) 
Notice that Jake's attitude is fairly non-cooperative because he believes he would 
not or should not change his mind about something based on "interpretation" or 
"opiiuon," and his distinction between "interpretive," "based on opinion," and 
"critical thinking" is very fuzzy, suggesting that he does not yet have an 
understanding of various permeable and contingent perspectives. Similarly, Roy 
and Rob, below, believe that the class has reinforced their stances, not changed 
them: 
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I don't think my views have changed because this class just reinforced 
them. I never thought that they [computers] were that great and still 
don't think that they are as great as others think. (Roy) 
My stance has not changed because I have a firm belief innovation is 
not necessarily the best thing. (Rob) 
One student from the oppositional perspective, fairly predictably, 
expressed weariness with the topic ("I am pretty tired of thinking about 
computers"), which in itself suggests an unwillingness to re-visit an opinion 
regarded as fully and permanently formed, much like the hegemonic attitude of 
Sandy and Marian above, who express impatience with the work of looking at 
computer technology from various perspectives. 
Students who said their opinion had changed from the initial primarily 
oppositional stance varied—in their responses to Question #6~from saying they 
now feel more positive as a result of the class, to more negative, to feeling more 
undecided and having more questions. Given that hallmarks of critical thinking 
are the willingness to listen to, even to seek out, alternative viewpoints and then 
being willing to change one's mind in the light of new and compelling reasons 
to do so, most notable in terms of showing movement from a firm and 
unquestionable (non-permeable) stance to one which is able to admit and 
consider a broader range of information and to accept some ambiguity 
(permeable) are those oppositional students who said atthis point of the semester 
that they were less certain of what to think about digital technology: 
I now realize there is a big controversy and I am yet to decide which 
side I am on, because I understand points from both sides. (Brian) 
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The readings primarily have brought various issues to the forefront 
that I had never considered before ... Ironically, the more I learn about 
computers, the more I leam that I have to leam about them. (Hedda) 
Permeable (Negotiated) Perspective 
The negotiated perspective, with which several students were aligned as a 
result of attitudes expressed in their technology narratives, reveals its own 
particular profile of responses to whether these participants perceive their 
thiriking to be changing as a result of the class's work. An overwhelming 
majority of these students, three-fourths, said their thinking had changed as a 
result of the course work to that point in the semester, while the remaining one-
fourth said their thinking had not changed. 
Of those few students in the negotiated perspective who said they had 
experienced no change in their thinking about computers to that point in the 
semester, most chose not to elaborate meaningfully on that response, generally 
writing only something along the lines of Barrett's comment below: 
I don't think it has affected my thinking yet. I feel the same way as I did 
before this class. (Barrett) 
But significantly, of those who said their thinking about the computer had 
changed, only a very few indicated this change was simply in a more positive or 
negative direction; the vast majority of students taking an initial negotiated 
stance on technology felt that their thinking was shifting and explicitly described 
this development as a matter of becoming aware of and considering more 
perspectives on computer use. In other words, rather than approaching the topic 
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of digital technology from a dualistic mindset—one that wants to have one 
certain answer about it and then not think about it anymore beyond assimilating 
or accommodating new information—these students showed very plainly in 
their responses to Question #6 just before midterm that they were continuing to 
develop more reflective, refined, and differentiated perspectives by admitting 
and considering diverse, even conflicting, information. 
Some who believe their thinking had changed described the change in 
somewhat general terms: 
It [the class] has increased my awareness of always evaluating and 
analyzing things, even if you are comfortable with them. (Charles) 
I have enjoyed the readings about computers. It has affected my 
thinking to some degree. As with everything you read, you are learning 
something new or are being informed of a new way of looking at things; t 
hese readings have done the same for me. (Monty) 
Although general, comments like those of Charles and Monty show a 
willingness to re-visit and re-evaluate what may have become comfortable 
stances—through being exposed to different perspectives—while not finding that 
process threatening or irritating in the same way that several students taking 
hegemonic or oppositional perspectives do. In fact, some of these students (like 
Monty above and Trudy below) said that they "enjoyed" the process, an attitude 
not expressed at all by students taking hegemonic or oppositional perspectives, 
who seemed to see little reason to be focusing on computer technology as a 
generative theme at all. 
David, Troy, Wayne, Trudy, and Vernon, below, make explicit mention of 
their growing awareness of different perspectives in their responses, using what 
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we have seen as some of the characteristic terms students in a negotiated stance 
use to express their more relativistic, inclusive thinking: 
It [class activities} has made me think more about the positives and 
negatives of computers. (David) 
. . . my thinking of technology has changed a bit. I never used to think 
about the two sides of technology... that is a strong debate that I ponder 
quite a bit since the beginning of this class. (Troy) 
I think that because of this class so far, I have become aware of many 
more issues about computers and technology, such as censorship, 
internet, the pros and cons of computers in the class, etc. (Wayne) 
I really enjoy the readings that reveal the different sides of the subject. 
The discussions about technology assumptions have really made me 
think too. (Trudy) 
Particularly notable is the wording these students use to talk about how 
they perceived their thinking was shifting: "increased my awareness of," 
"learning something new . . . being informed of a new way of looking at things," 
"made me think more, " "ponder quite a bit," and "really made me think." 
These students' reflections on their thinking show an obvious permeable, 
cooperative stance, in contrast with the defensive, aggressive one that the 
wording of students in hegemonic or oppositional perspectives denotes: "English 
105 has not nor will it ever change my opiiuon," "I don't really care ... I am just 
not very interested ... I am not really learning anything," "the articles don't 
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interest me," "thinking about the computer didn't really do much for me," and 
"[t]his is what I have thought and probably always will." 
Finally, the following students show clear evidence in their responses of 
beginning a shift away from an instrumental and toward a more substantive way 
of thinking about digital technology: 
Yes, I have a better understanding of what computers are doing to the 
society that we live in. I have started to think of computers as 
something more than a tool. I think that computers are part of what the 
world is. (Henry) 
Yes, the work in 105 has changed my ideas of computers. I had just 
taken them as they are and have never looked into what they do for us 
and what kinds of issues they arise [sic]. (Sue) 
I always considered it [the computer] a tool, nothing more. But when 
people say that it has become a way of thinking, I can relate. (Jordan) 
To summarize the perception students had of their thinking about 
computer technology at a point nearly midway through the semester, 
participants in the hegemonic and oppositional stances were more likely to cling 
to their view with little meaningful evaluation of their own or any other 
perspective, continuing to interpret what they read and heard in the class in such 
a way as to support their pre-existing perspectives, assimilating or 
accommodating the new information to a non-permeable perspective. Thus, 
irorucally, holders of these almost opposite viewpoints were able to say their 
views had been reinforced by the class, even though the class was not attempting 
to forward one viewpoint over another, but to provide exposure to diverse 
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viewpoints on the social effects of digital technology. This phenomenon is 
completely consistent with the adult development literatiire which shows that 
students in the late-teen to early-twenties age range are generally resistant to 
changing their minds when it involves a challenging reorganization of their 
worldview. As Kramer (1983) has shown, this kind of conceptual reorganization 
requires students to acknowledge the nonabsolute nature of knowledge, as well 
as to cope cognitively and emotionally with this increased ambiguity (in King & 
Kitchener, 1994, pp. 39-40). Clearly, most of my participants whose technology 
narratives and responses to the General Questionnaire reflect hegemonic or 
oppositional stances toward digital technology were still developing their critical 
thinking, having not yet come to the realization that their non-differentiated, 
"all-inclusive ordering[s]" of the world (as these relate to digital technology) were 
unexamined, ultimately too comfortable, and hence less sophisticated, because 
"when one thinks one has achieved such an ordering. . . one stops actively 
looking for what is left out and what is different, and in fact one often begins to 
systematically defend oneself against perceiving such phenomena" (Basseches, 
1984, p. 11, emphasis added). Students in my study who took the hegemonic or 
oppositional stance to computer technology were still exhibiting this 
defensiveness in their resistance to schema-discrepant viewpoints. As pointed 
out in Chapter Two's subsection on adult development, however, a student 
response that "negat[es] . . . tension amoimts to the illusion of overcoming these 
tensions when they are really just hidden" (Freire qtd. in Bizzell, 1992, p. 65). In 
the context of this study, this kind of response represents assimilation or 
accommodation, but not re-thinking in the light of new material; such re­
thinking would require the willingness and ability to deal in a cognitively and 
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emotionally mature way with the "tensions" inherent in an intractable and 
challenging issue like the social effects of digital technology . 
On the other hand, students identified as taking a negotiated stance to 
computer technology indicated, as they talked about their thinking at the halfway 
point in the semester, that they were begirming or continuing to deal with the 
tensions Freire refers to~to exhibit important elements of critical thinking, in 
other words. Remembering that critical thinking comprises the related abilities 
to deal with ambiguity and contradictions and the willingness to consider an 
issue from many sides, participants whose narratives suggested a negotiated 
approach to thinking about computer technology were acknowledging and even 
incorporating alternative viewpoints into their own, even when this obviously 
created some dissonance and uncertainty for them. In short, students in the 
negotiated position showed evidence of developing "more adequate structures of 
knowing," as defined by Mezirow (1990) and discussed in Chapter Two of this 
paper, in order "to better xmderstand the meaning of their experience" (Mezirow, 
p. 14). Students like Brian, Hedda, Charles, Monty, and Sue, above, were 
beginning to understand and articulate for themselves that, rather than 
searching for and settling forever on The One True Way to order the universe 
(or sinking into the quagmire of multiplicity), their search for order in the 
universe will be continually in process. As Hedda's and Monty's responses 
intimate, for instance, the thinking of the mature individual is never at an end; 
rather this person is engaged in a constant search for a current mearung 
perspective's inadequacies and then for "new orderings which embrace and 
include what was previously excluded" (Basseches, 1984, p. 11), a realization that 
Hedda expresses clearly below: 
149 
The readings primarily have brought various issues to the forefront 
that I had never considered before ... Ironically^ the more I learn about 
computers, the more I learn that I have to leam about them. (Hedda) 
To further refine my own and, students' imderstanding about how their 
thinking might have changed as a result of English 105,1 returned to this topic in 
the Focused Questiormaire as part of the critical qualitative methodology of 
dialogical data generation and describing system relations students and I engaged 
in at the end of the semester. 
Effect of Cultural Assumptions: 
Keeping Up /Perceptions of Drawbacl« and Limitations 
Based on the premise that critical computer literacy requires 
acknowledgment that "our subjectivities have been constructed out of the 
information and social practices that surround us" (in McLaren, 1989, p. 189), and 
the concomitant "critique of ideology and culture, of the hidden forces of 
institutional and social structures that shape thought and give meaning to our 
lives" (Greene, 1990, p. 160), students needed to think about the extent to which 
they had been affected by cultural assiunptions, which by in large have to do with 
the perceived difficulties of keeping up with computer technology's advances 
and whether drawbacks or limitations of technology are perceived as such. 
Chapter Two of this paper describes the parallels among the 
transformations described by adult development theorists, the development of 
critical literacy in an FY Comp classroom, and the development of critical 
computer literacy in my FY Comp research project. As P. Smith (1988) asserts, 
our students are the products of a thoroughly efficient system of Western 
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capitalism which "ideologically and materially restructiir[es] both the needs and 
the demands of 'individuals'" (p. 42). McLaren's (1989) description of this 
restructuring, also presented in Qiapter Two of this paper, is especially vivid and 
relevant to the cultural assumptions of technology with which my students were 
confronted in their FY Comp class. Because of its relationship to the technology 
assumptions students were asked to think about, I repeat McLaren's comments 
on cultural expectations here: 
The dominant culture is able to 'frame the ways in which . . . groups 
live and respond to their own cultural system and lived experiences; in 
other words, the dominant culture is able to manufacture dreams and 
desires . . . (i.e., images, visions, stories, ideals) against which all 
individuals are expected to live their lives. The dominant culture tries 
to . . . provide a 'common' worldview, disguising relations of power 
and privilege . . . Individuals are provided with 'subject positions,' 
which condition them to react to ideas and opinions in prescribed 
ways. (McLaren, 1989, p. 174, emphasis added) 
To prompt thinking about the effects of these assumptions (McLaren's 
images, visions, stories, and ideals) in their lives, on the General Questionnaire 
administered just before midterm, students were asked in Question #7, "What 
cultural myth^s) about technology are you influenced by (if any) and how has this 
affected your experience so far in English 105?" The initially identified positions 
of hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated are again useful as starting points to 
analyze student responses to this question about their thinking (see Table 5.2, 
below). 
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Table 5.2: Student perception of influence by cultural in3rths about 
technology (at midterm) 
Hegemonic 
Oppositional 
Negotiated 
"No" 
Not Influenced 
63% 
50% 
36% 
"Yes" 
Influenced 
37% 
50% 
64% 
Non-Permeable fHegemonic and Oppositional) Perspectives 
Students whose technology narratives identified them as taking a 
hegemonic perspective present an interesting pattern of responses to Question 
#7. One of the most striking results in these data is that a full 20% of students 
taking a hegemonic view of technology did not answer this question! This 
failure to respond to Question #7 was not due to time constraints because 
students in the other two positions (oppositional and negotiated) did answer it in 
the same amount of time, and students taking a hegemonic stance in their 
technology narrative who skipped this question did go on to answer a further 
question on the General Questionnaire (Question #8). Therefore, I conclude that 
the "cultural myths" question struck several of these students as so irrelevant to 
them as to not be answerable. Indeed, one of these students wrote in her 
otherwise blank response area for Question #7, "N/A" [Not Applicable], and 
another student wrote in response to this question, 
I really don't know of any myths that I am influenced by so it's a hard 
question to answer. (Sandy) 
Remembering that students subscribing to hegemonic views decode society's 
messages about technology exactly as they have been encoded with no 
questioning of them, these students will tend to see the "images, visioris, stories. 
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[and] ideals" McLaren (1989) refers to above as self-evidentially true; therefore, it 
would seem that many if not most of those who chose not to answer this 
question find the concept of cultural myths about digital technology alien. Of 
students in the hegemonic perspective who did answer Question #7, almost half 
stated directly that they are not affected by cultural assumptions about computer 
technology; if we combine this group with those who apparently felt the question 
was not applicable or was, as Sandy said, "hard to answer" because of not 
"know[ing] of any myths" (either of which is interpretable as an extremely strong 
belief that one is not affected by myths), we find the majority—63%—of students 
who expressed a hegemonic viewpoint. 
Of those who indicated they are not affected by cultural myths, the 
responses tend to be cryptic in the extreme, such as Mark's, which consists simply 
of the word "None" in the blank provided; Sarah's, which says, "I don't have 
any cultural myths"; Russ and Bruce's pithy "Not influenced"; and Jon's, "No 
cultural myths about technology." Then we have Lou, whom we have heard 
from before as one of the participants aggressively holding non-cooperative, 
non-permeable hegemonic views, who believes people who have concerns or 
questions about technology are "stubborn" and haven't "given it a chance": 
I don't think that the myths affect me. I believe that technology is great 
as long as you are not intimidated by it and learn to use it. (Lou) 
Predictably, students in the hegemonic stance who responded that they are 
not influenced by cultural assumptions often worked to re-cast the question into 
instrumental rather than substantive terms, so that it would fit with less 
dissonance into their existing "neutral-tool" worldview about technology. They 
wanted, in other words, to continue to "look through it" rather than "at it." 
Lou's response above shows this effort to remain in his comfortable 
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instrumental stance ("leam to use it"). Notice especially how Ken and Lee 
indicate in strongly instrumental terms that they are not affected by assimiptions 
about digital technology: 
No myths really influence me because I have come to understand how 
computers can work for me. (Kurt) 
There is no cultural myth(s) about technology that I am influenced by 
and they don't affect my experience so far in English 105. . . using a 
computer will help us to leam better and faster. (Gil) 
I believe that a computer zvill do whatever you want it to. A computer 
is neither good or bad, it is the operator that is either good or bad. (Ted) 
The only myth is that technology is hard to use, but this class is helping 
show me that it's not that bad after all. (Lee) 
These students insist that they are not irifluenced by cultural assumptions 
about digital technology (as described by Haas, 1996, and explicated in several of 
their FY Comp readings), either because they believe these assumptions are false, 
or because they believe they have been able to rise above their influences and 
appreciate digital technology and its advantages—an insight denied those who 
needlessly find things to worry about relative to this technology! A myth is only 
a myth, in other words, if a person hasn't been enlightened yet on digital 
technology's full possibilities and therefore doesn't see that computers, for 
instance, are only neutral tools and have no substantive side effects. 
The remaining 37% of students taking the hegemoruc view, while 
professing to be affected by cultural assumptions about technology, quite often 
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show in their responses that they do not fully understand the ramifications of 
such influence. For instance, they sometimes offer up a strawman myth 
("computers will one day take over the world"), an extreme rendition of one of 
the three generally understood cultural assumptions Haas (1996) refers to; or they 
mention an assumption and then say either that it has been reinforced and/or 
that they actually believe it (thus indicating that it must be true after all). In 
other words, when students whose technology narratives indicate a hegemonic-
dominant viewpoint of technology say they are affected by cultural 
assumptions/myths, it is generally not with the kind of awareness described 
above, in the introduction to the subsection on Question #7, as essential to 
critical thinking. 
Notice how Jack, Shawna, and Warren, below mention a myth and then 
indicate they actually accept it, or in the case of Don and Elizabeth, mention a 
myth that is easily dealt with as not true anjrway (i. e., a strawman myth): 
We are constantly told that technology is everywhere and unavoidable. 
This class went to enforce [sic] that, but I like technology. (Jack) 
I think one of them would be that you need a computer. My family 
has had a computer since I was about 12. We started out with the older 
ones which were fine 1 thought, but my dad needed the better, 
improved ones, so since our first computer we have bought about 6 
computers. . . The myth that has affected me has to be [that] you need the 
best most updated version around. (Shawna) 
I've always been told that computers are good and can help you out a lot. 
This semester, I've realized just how important they are. (Warren) 
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I always thought that a computer class would have little interaction 
and that we'd all just do our own thing but that hasn't been true. 
(Don) 
Well I think people saying computers are going to take over us [sic] 
someday gets me worried, hut I still use the computer on a daily basis. 
(Elizabeth) 
Students whose technology narratives identified them as oppositional 
ariswered "yes" and "no" to Question #7 in equal numbers, as opposed to the 
hegemonic group who more often answered "no" to whether they had been 
influenced by cultural assumptions about technology. Students in the 
oppositional stance who aroswered "no" to this question believe they have not 
been affected by cultural assumptions about technology but, significantly, none 
disputes their presence and potential influence, as do the majority of participants 
in the hegemonic perspective. Ir\stead, students in the oppositional perspective 
who say they are not affected more often indicate in their responses that they can 
stand apart from and thereby escape the influence of these assumptions. This is 
still comparable to the hegemonic stance's "no's" on this question, however, in 
that students in both groups generally avoid acknowledging that they've been 
affected by anything other than their own supposedly strong agency and 
willpower. Students taking either perspective, in short, do not approach the 
generative theme of computer technology with any acknowledgment of how 
their subjectivities have been constructed by non-obvious social and 
institutional forces described by Greene (1990), McLaren (1989), and, P. Smith 
(1988), above. 
156 
Again, as with students taking a hegemonic view, those taking an 
oppositional one and responding that they've not been affected by cultural myths 
are brief about their answer. Annette simply says, "None"; Tricia says she 
doesn't "think she is influenced by any cultural myths about technology"; Lorma 
says, "Cultural myths haven't affected me"; and Kristi says, "Never really was 
influenced by cultural myths." A couple of students in this perspective who 
responded "no" to Question #7 answered a bit more fully. Jake below simply 
denies having been affected: 
I don't think that I am affected by the myths so therefore I don't believe 
that it [sic] would have much impact on me. Qake) 
Rob (whose technology narrative is excerpted heavily above in Chapter 4) 
shows signs of having interpreted class material to reinforce his pre-existing 
attitude about technology, a tendency of students in both the hegemonic and 
oppositional perspectives, as noted above in the analysis of Question #6: 
I don't feel I have been influenced too much by cultural myths and I 
think 105 as helped me solidify my stance towards these myths. (Rob) 
Students in the oppositional position who responded that they believed 
they have been affected by cultural assumptions about technology seem, in 
keeping with the attitude they express in other data, resentful and resigned about 
how they have, to some extent, been "forced" to accept or to deal with society's 
messages about technology in order to get along in the world. These students are 
aware the assumptions exist and resent their impact, but as at the beginning of 
the semester, feel little choice but to acquiesce, evincing an almost complete lack 
of agency: 
That you have to be fluent in computer jargon and use. I have learned 
a lot about the Mac's to get by in 105. (Amie) 
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I'm influenced by the myth that everyone should know a lot about 
computers and therefore I try to leam more about computers . . . (Jean) 
The cidtural myth that I am affected by is that our culture feels that 
technology is best for society. This is evident in [this] classroom because 
everyone is stationed at a computer, (fay) 
Inasmuch as developing critical literacy also develops a concomitant 
understanding of how one, while constrained by cultural conditions, is still able 
to make choices and act as an individual agent, that students in the oppositional 
perspective continue to feel no control over the technology that they describe as 
pervading their lives, is significant. The "resentment theme" comes through 
particularly strongly in the responses of Hedda and Roy, below: 
I'm surrounded by people that work very well with computers. They 
make it seem very easy, frustrating me more. (Hedda) 
That you need them to get along. We use them a lot in here, and 
society portrays them as almost a life necessity. But I am still not all 
that impressed with them . . . (Roy) 
Permeable (Negotiated) Perspective 
Students identified by their technology narratives as taking a negotiated 
perspective on digital technology at this point in their lives present the polar 
opposite of the profile of responses to Question #7 from students taking a 
hegemonic perspective. Of 61 students whose technology narrative identified 
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them as being in a negotiated stance relative to technology who answered the 
question, two-thirds said they believed they have been affected by cultural 
myths/assimiptions, while only one-third said they believed they had not been 
affected. (Recall that two-thirds of students in the hegemonic perspective 
responded that they had not been affected, and one-third said they had been.) 
This result is surely indicative of the fact that students whose thinking about 
technology reflects a negotiated stance toward it tend, by definition, to be more 
aware of how they have been influenced by dint of being more able (and willing) 
to step back and reflect on their thiiJdng. A further very significant difference in 
these students' responses to Question #7 is their repeated statements that, while 
they had been influenced by one or more assumptions before starting the FY 
Comp semester, they had by the time of the General Questionnaire begun to 
think about and question those assumptions. This is a stark contrast to students 
in the hegemonic and oppositional stances who tend either to deny the existence 
of these influential background messages, to insist they have somehow 
individually escaped their influence, or to helplessly resign themselves to the 
strong societal influence and not question it. 
Participants in the hegemonic and oppositional stances who said they had 
not been affected by cultural assumptions about technology tended to answer 
briefly, with little or no elaboration; that is also the case with many students in 
the negotiated position who answered "no" to Question #7. For instance, Adele 
says, "I don't think I've been influenced by any cultural myths about 
technology"; Scott says, "I've never heard any cultural myths"; and Nina and 
Carl simply say, "None." However, the responses of some students taking a 
negotiated perspective on technology and who say they have not been affected by 
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cultural myths reveal more introspection about how they have arrived at that 
jimcture in their thinking than do their coimterparts' in the other two stances: 
/ don't really feel I have been influenced because I have always been 
open to both sides of the technology debate. This has helped me 
understand the issues and different viewpoints more easily. (Abby) 
With my long history of computer usage and my interests in the field in 
general, I like to think I am cynical enough to dismiss any cultural myths 
about technology. But as I said in the previous question, I take many 
things for granted, and it is enlightening to see others believing what I 
know is not true. (Archie) 
Among students who say they have been affected by cultural assumptioris 
about technology, as mentioned above, the response "theme" is dramatically 
different than those responding "yes" to Question #7 from the hegemonic and 
oppositional stances. Students in the negotiated stance very commonly express 
the belief that, while they are aware that they were affected by these assumptioris 
at one time, they have now begxm to re-evaluate their thinking; sometimes this 
answer pattern appears in the respondent's use of the past tense, as in Jordan's 
answer: "I was influenced by the myth that computers are a tool, and no more" 
(emphasis added). This "then-and-now" answer pattern is almost wholly absent 
in the Question #7 responses from the other two stances: 
Before this course I believed that technology was the greatest thing on the 
earth. Now that I have taken this class, my views have changed. (Jeff) 
I have always been under the notion that more technology is better. 
The assumption that technology is always good, and will better 
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everyone's lives. I am now coming to realize that the technology I 
have adored for so long is .. . becoming an infringement on our lives. 
(Vernon) 
I think that I was a person who thought that computers are all-powerful 
when I came into this class, but now that I have dug down into computers 
and really thought about them, I know that they are not as pozverful as we 
believe. (Seth) 
Amy, Vince, Sue, Tyler, and Howie show in their responses below that 
they are dealing with the ambiguity and inevitable messiness of a challenging 
issue—a characteristic of the mature thinker. Sue, Tyler, and Howie articulate 
especially well that the class didn't give them set answers but gave them more 
perspectives to think about and ways to think about them: 
I think that I maybe have been wrapped up in the idea that technology 
is always good and that more is better. I have changed in that I stop 
and think about it more before coming to that assumption. (Amy) 
I am prone to believing that technology is neither good nor bad, but 
that it does influence our lives in many ways we do not realize. 
(Vince) 
I suppose that I follow the myth that technology is all-powerful, and 
that it makes our lives a lot easier. This myth has been perpetuated by 
our work in 105, but at the same time new ideas about technology have 
been brought to my attention. (Sue) 
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I might be influenced by the bigger is better myth, as I'm always seeking 
out the newest feature, or the latest version available. I really noticed 
this after discussing it in English 105. (Tyler) 
I was influenced by just about every cultural myth. Because of this I 
have been able to leam a lot about computers in this class. I had never 
even remotely considered that there could be downside to computers. I 
have learned how to look critically not only at computers, but other 
high-tech devices that are supposed to make the quality of life improve. 
(Howie) 
As is characteristic of developing critical thinkers, both Wayne and Trudy, 
below, do a good job of pinpointing the sources of their pre-existing attitudes 
about computer technology and then subjecting those attitudes to refinement: 
I have been influenced by the myth that technology is always good and 
has no downside. My mother graduated from here about two years ago 
and brought into the home the feeling that computers were great and 
could help you do anything. So far in this class, I think that I have 
come to see a lot of different sides to the technology issue, and feel that 
the class has helped me develop my own feelings towards technology. 
(Wayne) 
I was brought up thinking that technology was 'all good,' so to speak. My 
family has had a computer for as long as I can remember. It was there, and 
I used it. Many of my classes required things to always be word processed. 
That's just how things were, and I did not question it or give it a second 
thought. This class has made me realize to [sic] really think about 
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technology. I still see the benefits of computers, but I catt now see that it 
isn't 'all good.' There's another side to everything.. (Trudy) 
Felicia's and Jared's statements below are notable for their indication that, 
rather than being protective and defensive of their existing opinions, they were 
ultimately able to expose them for comparison and modification along with the 
different ones they came into contact with in FY Comp: 
The cultural myth that has influenced me in the past has been that 
technology is always good. This has affected my experience in English 105 
by giving me something to compare other opinions to—the course has 
given me a chance to grow and change my opinion. (Felicia) 
I think all of us have the cultural myth that technology is all powerful, 
good, and we should try to keep up. At first it made me critical of some 
of the readings in the class, but now I see that much of society's myths 
about technology are untrue. (Jared) 
Generally, then, students in the negotiated stance continue to show, in 
their responses to Question #7, the tendency to more nuanced, sophisticated 
thinking than students who have been identified as taking hegemonic or 
oppositional stances toward digital technology. To further refine my students' 
and my understanding of how their thinking has been and is affected by cultural 
assumptions about technology, I return to this topic in the Focused 
Questionnaire as part of the critical qualitative methodology of dialogical data 
generation and describing system relations. 
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Effect of Lab Environment on Thinking: 
The Question of "Connectedness" 
Geertz (qtd. in Lefevre, 1987) says, "Human thought is consummately 
social . . . social in its origins, social in its functions, social in its forms, social in 
its applications" (p. 119); therefore, writing instruction which seeks to develop 
students' thinking skills must reflect this social nature. Indeed, the concept of 
the "learning commimity" has been shown to be central to the development of 
critical thinking skills: the cross-fertilization of one's own thinking with others' 
in a supportive, challenging learning environment in which the student 
confronts a problematic topic Qoliffe, 1994; King & Kitchener, 1994; Mezirow, 
1990; Streibel and Garhart, 1985), and such increased "connectivity" is a much-
touted benefit of computer-enhanced composition (Barker & Kemp, 1990; Kemp, 
1995; Takayoshi, 1996a). 
Basseches (1984) calls the kind of interaction necessary for the 
development of more advanced thinking skills dialectical thinking, an adult 
form of reasoning that helps stretch the student's perspectives beyond pre­
existing egocentric and dualistic ones. Basseches' work is based on Piaget's well-
known stages of development that move the individual from "less. . . to more 
adequate ways of knowing or thinking about their universe . . . more adequate 
structures of knowing are those which are less egocentric (or ethnocentric) and 
able to integrate a broader range of dimensions of experience and perspectives 
upon that experience" (Basseches, 1984, p. 8, emphasis added). Kemp (1995) refers 
to the same kind of intellectual engagement in a computer-enhanced 
composition classroom as dialogic writing—a practice in which participants' 
written exchanges are "electronically mediated" and the interaction is "complex. 
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open-ended, and transformatory" (p. 192). Because connectivity is both essential 
to critical thinking and an advertised centerpiece of computer-enhanced 
composition instruction, I asked students to what extent they felt the technology 
we used enabled their ability to commtmicate freely and fully with classmates in 
Question #8 of the General Questiormaire: "Do our class's various uses of 
technology help you to feel more or less cormected to others in the class?" 
The familiar divisions between hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated 
attitudes are much less significant in an analysis of responses to this 
"cormectedness question." The majority of students across all three perspectives 
responded that they felt less connected to their classmates as a result of the 
computer technology, and students from each perspective answered both "more" 
and "less" to this question. Regardless of whether they answered either "more 
cormected" or "less cormected," however, many students believed that the use of 
the Daedalus Integrated Writing Environment (DIWE, or simply "Daedalus") 
was helpful in fostering connectivity; 32% mentioned it spontaneously and 
positively in their responses to this question. Perhaps significantly, during the 
fall semester, Daedalus was working throughout the semester, and there is less of 
a difference between students answering "more" and those answering "less" 
cormected for that semester (48% versus 52%, respectively). In the spring, 
however, Daedalus was not functioning for about a month in the middle of the 
semester, and fewer students (23%) reported feeling cormected with their 
classmates during this semester than less connected (77%). The Daedalus 
breakdown and the increase in dissatisfaction with connectedness during the 
spring semester could, of course, be a coincidence as students in both semesters 
also informally reported a high degree of dissatisfaction with the physical 
arrangement of the classroom, complaining that it precluded small-group work 
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and even informal chatter to a significant extent. On the other hand, because 
32% of students in both response categories—both more and less connected-
mention Daedalus positively in their response, it is likely that its functioning 
played some role in the degree of connectivity they felt with classmates. 
Combining both semesters, the groups answering in the greatest numbers 
that our class's uses of technology helped them feel more connected to others in 
the class are in the hegemonic and the oppositional positions relative to 
technology, with 43% of each group saying they felt more connected (57% of each 
of these groups—hegemonic and oppositional—reported feeling less cormected). 
On the other hand, as Table 5.3, below, shows, 73% of students taking a 
negotiated stance said they felt less connected as a result of our class's uses of 
technology (with only 27% of this group feeling more connected). 
Table 5.3: Student perception of effect of computer-intensive 
FY Comp on class "connectivity" 
Less More 
Coimected Coimected 
Hegemonic 57% 43% 
Oppositional 57% 43% 
Negotiated 73% 27% 
Although comments in response to Question #8 vary immensely, in even 
these randomly selected exemplars for each stance and each answer-tjrpe to the 
question, the number of repetitions of the word "isolation," "isolated," or 
"isolating" is striking. 
Each of the following students takes a hegemonic stance: 
I like working on the Daedalus talk room sessions. That program helps 
me feel more connected to others in the class. (Audrey) 
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I would have to say that I feel less connected. I think that I haven't 
really met the students; also I think that it is a little more personal 
when you talk to someone face to face as opposed to through a 
computer. (Andrew) 
I really don't feel connected to others in the class, but I wouldn't say 
that this is just because we have computers in between us. I don't 
think that it would be any different in a classroom with little groups of 
people in it. (Sandy) 
I like the computer in the classroom, but I feel less conected to my 
classmates. I feel that I sacrifice some of the social and people skills that 
are learned in the classroom for the value of technology in the 
classroom. (Walt) 
Notice how Sandy, above, invokes the neutral-tool thinking of the 
instrumental perspective: digital technology makes the experience neither better 
nor worse; it's just a different tool. And Walt's comment above reflects the 
hegemonic thinking that, while there may be trade-offs for the use of computer 
technology, they are well worth it. The students below all take an oppositional 
perspective on this technology: 
The chatting thing [DIWE] we did the other day was my first experience 
with that kind of thing. I think it opens so many more doors for group 
expression and discussion. (Amie) 
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I would have to say less because you can't see others or talk to them. 
They [computers] make the room somewhat cold and structured or 
formal. (Roy) 
Less. I feel isolated. (Kristi) 
And finally, the four students below are negotiated in their stance toward 
digital technology: 
Daedalus makes me feel much more comfortable in discussion than 
talking in class does. (Scott, emphasis in original) 
Less connected. The computer is an individually isolating machine. It 
separates you from others ... so the connection with the class is lost. 
(Jordan) 
The arrangement of our class gives me the feeling of segregation and 
isolation due to the arrangement of the computers. I did enjoy our 
conference talk [DIWE] the other day in class. (Mitch) 
I really don't know people in the class and the technology makes me 
feel less connected to others, but there have been a few exercises where 
we tried to get acquainted with others in our class, but for the majority 
you are isolated behind a computer. Qewel) 
In an effort to sort out the extent to which the isolation the students 
reported was a function of digital technology per se or the physical layout of the 
classroom, I return to this topic in the Focus-Group Interviews as part of the 
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critical qualitative methodology of dialogical data generation and describing 
system relations in Chapter 6. 
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CHAPTER SDC: FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
(DIALOGICAL DATA GENERATION AND DESCRIBING 
SYSTEM RELATIONS) 
Barb: Right. I've had people even now say—when I ask about the 
myths (don't have to think of them as myths. . . assumptions, 
expectations, whatever)~who almost kind of get defensive about it. 
Like it really bothers them to even think about it in a way that isn't 
100% positive. And it isn't a matter that someone's saying, 'Well, it's got 
to be technology, yes or no.' I mean, it can't be 'no,' how's it going 
to be 'no'? And it isn't whether it's going to be in the schools because of 
course it will be. But it's, 'What are you're going to do with it?' 
Vernon: Everything always comes back into check. And somewhere 
technology's just going to go too far. And it's coming pretty close, the 
year 2000 is probably going to be the reality check. Somewhere this 
gangbuster technology thing is going to stop and it's going to put a lot of 
people into a state of disbelief. Because even looking at the cultural 
mythsfbeliefs that we did this semester, I found myself being wrapped up 
in the success of the project I did in high school —not even looking at the 
computer as anything bad, just all good, and you brought some of those 
out. And I've been rethinking some things. 
—from Focus-Group Interview Transcript (Appendix M) 
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Focused Questionnaire and Focus-Group Interviews 
The Focusing Process in Critical Qualitative Research 
As discussed in Chapter Three, a critical qualitative research project 
comprises some processes and approaches which distinguish it from other types 
of qualitative research because they emphasize thinking relationally—in this 
study, cormecting the local classroom experience with digital technology and 
critical computer literacy to larger cultural forces. Returning to salient themes 
imcovered in initial data collection and analysis for further examination witirt 
my participants was the purpose of the Focused Questionnaire and the 
corresponding Focus-Group Interviews conducted about three weeks before the 
end of the semester in the fall and the spring. 
After having subjected the already-collected data to Carspecken's (1996) 
preliminary reconstructive analysis (analyzing the data for interaction patterns 
and their meanings; tentatively identifying and articulating some themes or 
areas of importance in the data which merit closer study), those which emerged 
as warranting further study were incorporated into a series of questions. This 
comprised both the dialogical data generation process of a critical qualitative 
research project, which Carspecken describes as intensive conversing with 
participants through interviewing and discussion groups; and the describing 
system relations process which grows out of the dialogical data generation and 
the earlier work of the project. The process of describing system relations is the 
all-important effort on the part of my participants and me to discover relations 
between the students' experiences with computer technology in FY Comp and 
those of the larger society: to try to examine together students' understanding of 
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those relations as part of their development of their critical computer literacy. 
The data from those instruments—the results of asking participants to re-focus on 
and re-think their initial stances on the value of the computer in higher 
education, the impact of technology assimiptions/myths, and the question of 
whether we can "look at" and "look through" the computer—are presented and 
analyzed in Chapter 6. 
This last round of data collection and analysis paves the way for 
Carspecken's most global mode of thinking about the data as a way of reaching 
some conclusions and recommendations: using system relations as explanations 
of findings—suggesting reasons for the experiences and cultiiral influences 
discovered in earlier phases, which will also be developed in Chapters 6 and 7. 
Focused Ouestiormaire and Focus-Group Interviews: Re-focusing and Further 
Re-thinking for Critical Computer Literacy 
Based on my analysis of the data to this point (the autobiographical 
technology narrative and the general questionnaire)—both as individual pieces of 
information and in recombinations—and on my fieldnotes, within the last three 
weeks of the semester I began administering the Focused Questionnaire 
(Appendix K) and conducted Focus-Group Interviews, in which 1 pinpointed the 
particular issues that seemed salient to the students' perspective of their 
development of critical literacy in computer-intensive FY Comp and solicited 
their further reflection and comment on these issues. Note that, as with the 
other data collection episodes, the Focused Questiormaire and the Focus-Group 
Interview provided more than "just data" for me; they also, and more 
importantly, provided a further occasion for students to think about their 
relatioriship to digital technology, the forces that influenced the formation of 
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that relationship, and how they might develop some agency within the 
parameters of that relationship. A hallmark of a critical qualitative research 
project is to work with one's participants, and in the case of my research, my 
students and I were mutually engaged in attempting to determine how they 
have been affected by cultural assimiptions and expectations about technology, 
and how these influences in txim affect their experience of developing their 
critical computer literacy; I was working with my students, and so the data 
collection was inextricably boimd up with fostering their deeper thinking about 
the course's generative theme. 
The Fociised Questionnaire was presented on the computer as a series of 
four to five short- to extended-answer essay questions; students responded to 
them during class time and during this same time, I conducted the Focus- Group 
Interviews with a total of six groups (three each semester, one from each section 
of English 105 I taught), each comprising four-six students. The groups were 
formed using a process of narrowing and focvising LeCompte and Preissle (1993) 
describe as "theoretical sampling" (p. 252). The Focus-Group Interview data and 
analysis will be interwoven with that of the Focused Questionnaire because the 
questions were the same in both instruments, and the difference between the 
two types of data collection is one of emphasis. I have included a representative 
transcript of a Focus-Group Interview as Appendix M. 
Re-focusing and Re-thinking: The Value of the Computer in Higher 
Education. It was important to try to determine—and for students to think about, 
as an extension of their technology narratives—the ubiquity with which digital 
technology comprises a backgroimd of assumptions and expectations in their 
lives; this belief was reinforced during the early stages of data collection and 
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throughout the semester as these first-year students informally and incidentally 
mentioned the amoimts and types of technology use in their other classes at the 
imiversity. Accordingly, Question #1 of the Focused Questionnaire and in the 
Focus-Group Interview asked students to 'T)escribe the extent and ways in which 
computers/technology are used in your other classes. Many of you have 
mentioned professors who post notes to the Internet and keep office hours on 
the Internet." A related question students were asked to consider as part of their 
re-focusing and re-thinking was Question #4 of the Fociised Questiormaire and 
Focus-Group Interview: "Many of you told me that you believed continuing to 
use computers in education is an inevitable characteristic of our current society. 
If we accept that computers are going to continue to be used in education, do you 
believe it is because they add something meaningful to your education that 
would be unattainable in any other way? TFor instance, is there something in 
English 105 we can't do imless we do it on computers? Or which is much better 
because we do it on computers?) Or do you feel computers are a valuable and 
inevitable part of education—and life—because you feel you have to leam about 
and with computers to be prepared for life after college?" 
Based on information repeated in response to the first, more general 
question about computer use and related expectations in other classes, student 
answers readily sorted themselves into the following three categories: 1) Much 
Use (the student has to use the computer to manage in at least two classes; 
student receives vital information only via the computer and much 
conunimication with the iiistructor takes place via the computer); 2) Moderate 
Use (student uses the computer some for classes, but not all vital information is 
available only via the computer; communication with iixstructor does not 
require the computer); and 3) Little or No Use (computer use is not an emphasis 
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in student's classes, but student uses a computer on his/her own for typing 
papers and e-mailing). 
Because the determining factors in whether a student's primary 
attitudinal approach to technology is hegemonic, oppositional, or negotiated 
would seem to be established by events, expectations, and assumptions impacting 
earlier in the student's life and/or over a longer period of time than just the first 
one or two semesters of college, I was not interested in examining the data to 
discover a connection between student stances toward computer technology 
(hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated) and the amount or type of use of 
technology he/she described in other university classes; indeed, this was not the 
point of the question. Further, while there may very well be a relationship 
between a student's major and the concomitant use of technology in classes, 
because at the first-year, introductory level, even this connection may be weak, I 
didn't examine these data in an attempt to uncover that sort of relationship 
either. The majority of students responding to Question #1 fell into one of the 
first two answer types: Much Use or Moderate Use. In fact, 83% of students-
representing a mix of hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated perspectives-
described their use of technology for other classes in a way that corresponded to 
one of the first two descriptions above. Describing the use of technology in other 
classes in a way that fit the Much Use category were 46% of the students, and the 
descriptions of another 37% fit the Moderate Use category. Thus it seems 
apparent that students' experience at this university includes a significant 
emphasis on classroom technology, requiring students to be "computer literate" 
and to have ready access to particular types of hardware and software in order to 
be successful academically and presumably in the waiting job market, as well. 
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For instance, each of the three students below described his/her use of 
technology in other classes in a way that fit the Much Use category. Although 
the actual amount or type of computer use for other classes does not divide along 
the technology perspective lines, the ways in which students characterize their 
use of the technology and the role it plays in their education very clearly do. For 
instance, we can detect quite clearly the now-familiar hegemonic "voice" in the 
following answer to Question #1, about the pervasiveness of computer use in 
other classes: 
In addition to computers and technology being used in my classes by 
posting notes to the Internet and keeping office hours, instructors also 
expect students to turn in typed papers and research projects. How well 
I do in a particular class depends on how well I utilize the computer 
access I have in the [dorm] labs where I live. For another example . . . 
every week, students enrolled in [an agronomy class] are expected to 
take a quiz over a new chapter every week. They can prepare for this 
quiz by taking a computerized . . . test. . . I feel that computers in the 
classroom, although frequently used, are utilized most heavily when 
students are motivated to use computers for their own betterment. 
(Audrey) 
Audrey's statements reflect the characteristics of the hegemonic perspective: that 
computers are useful tools readily available to assist and to enrich the lives of 
anyone with sufficient initiative to use them. 
Jean, below, while also fitting into the Much Use category for her response 
to this question, was identified by her technology narrative as taking an 
oppositional stance to computer technology. We can detect some of the 
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characteristic oppositional thinking in the following excerpt from her answer to 
this query: 
Last semester I had an economics professor who had quizzes for every 
chapter on the Internet. You had to get an 80 or above to pass and if 
you did you had to print out the results. . . I thought there were some 
problems with doing this. A lot of people would have trouble trying to 
print out the results and even though they were transmitted 
electronically, the teacher wouldn't count them unless he received the 
printed copy from the student. This professor also put all of his notes 
that he showed in class on overheads available in the computer. . . You 
had to make sure you always allowed enough time to get to a computer 
and to pass a quiz before the due date so that was sometimes hard for 
people... In most of my other classes the teachers expect students to 
use computers for reports and projects. They just assume that everyone 
has the ability to use computers ... Qean) 
Jean's statements echo the resentment-coupled-with-resignation attitude toward 
society's (in this case, education's) expectations about technology we have seen as 
common to the oppositional stance. The perception that computer literacy and 
availability are assumed by instructors is seen as somewhat unrealistic and 
unreasonable to students in the oppositional stance. 
Finally, Axt's response below (also a Much Use one) shows the 
characteristic both-good-and-bad attitude of students taking a negotiated stance to 
technology: 
Computers are being used more and more in my classes. This is my 
third year here and I use computers a lot more than I used to. .. I have 
noticed a big change in my large lecture classes ... we constantly get 
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information off the school's web page. It saves on both paper and 
manhotirs so that we get more for our education and environment 
both. Almost all professors prefer that you write them e-mail now 
instead of calling them. I think this is both good and bad. It allows you 
to get in touch with them anytime, but limits what you can ask and 
takes a lot more time and energy to have an interactive question and 
answer. You can't springboard into other questions because sometimes 
answers pose more questions than the original inquiry. (Art) 
As is characteristic of students in the negotiated perspective. Art succumbs to 
neither wholesale acceptance of and enthusiasm for, nor rejection/resentment of 
the computer technology that pervades his life. His response shows, rather, that 
has been able to think in a more nuanced and selective way about it, recognizing 
both its value and its potential weaknesses, a type of thinking which is a 
hallmark of the critical thinker but which students in both the hegemonic and 
oppositional perspectives seem to find challenging for its tolerance of ambiguity 
and its inherent permeable and contingent nature. 
A related and more specific question to this first Focused 
Questionnaire/Focus-Group Interview question asked students to think 
explicitly about how and what they see this pervasive computer use adding to 
their education. Three reasons are generally given for making a course like FY 
Comp either computer-enhanced or computer-intensive: because the word 
processing capabilities expand students' abilities to see the malleable nature of 
their text, making them more willing to go back into their papers and revise; 
because of the information-access capabilities computer labs provide students; 
and because of the increased level of cormectivity afforded students in a 
networked computer lab. Obviously, each of these rationales would in its own 
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way assist in developing the critical literacy of first-year students, and so these 
would seem to provide reason for combining computers and education in this 
particular educational setting. However, my observations and data collected 
prior to the Focused Questionnaire and Focus-Group Interviews showed that my 
students did not perceive these benefits, or certaiiily did not perceive these as the 
primary benefits of having FY Comp in the computer lab. Many students 
repeatedly said that the fact that computers are now a permanent and important 
feature in our cultural landscape is reason enough to emphasize them as heavily 
as possible in school. In keeping with this instrumental perspective of many of 
my students as well as their intense focus on developing explicitly marketable 
post-college skills, they perceive the combining of computer technology with 
education as strictly for developing their job-related "computer literacy" 
(increasing their level of familiarity and degree of comfort with various types of 
hardware and software), not their critical computer literacy. Apple (1991) has 
called this distinction that between working with the "how-to" of digital 
technology and working with the "why." Postman (1995) calls the latter the 
"serious form of technology education," adding that, of computers, "we need to 
know . . . not how to use them but how they use us" (p. 439, emphasis in 
original). 
It would seem intuitively probable that if college students believe the 
main, if not the only, purpose for using computers in a class like FY Comp is to 
develop their job skills, they are much less likely to attend to or be invested in 
the value of developing their critical computer literacy, and indeed, as many of 
my students in the hegemonic position showed, to see this effort as somewhat 
irritating and impractical. Because my purpose in the class was to develop my 
students' critical computer literacy and, in the research project, to tap into their 
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perceptions of that experience, I therefore needed to subject the issue of the 
potential usefulness of combining computers and FY Comp to the critical 
qualitative research processes of dialogical data generation and describing system 
relations with my participants. To this end, I asked students the following more 
specific, follow-up question to the one above in their Focused Questionnaire and 
Focus-Group Interviews: "Many of you told me that you believed continuing to 
use computers in education is an inevitable characteristic of our current society. 
If we accept that computers are going to continue to be used in education, do you 
believe it is because they add something meaningful to your education that 
would be tmattainable in any other way? (For instance, is there something in 
English 105 we can't do unless we do it on computers? Or which is much better 
because we do it on computers?) Or do you feel computers are a valuable and 
inevitable part of education—and life—because you feel you have to leam about 
and with computers to be prepared for life after college?" 
To answer this question students did not use a continuum but provided 
fuller responses, as in the rest of the Focvised Questiormaire and Focus-Group 
Interview. An analysis of these responses pelded four general answer types 
which I compared to students' stances on computer technology (hegemonic, 
oppositional, and negotiated) from their technology narratives to look for 
possible evidence of shifting or loosening of perspectives (i.e., moving from non-
permeable to permeable perspectives), as well as continuation of the 
characteristics of each student's original (non-permeable) perspective. Students' 
responses sorted themselves into one of four general types: 1) those who believe 
that using computers in education is valuable because they are inevitable and 
will be necessary in the workplace (but that computers don't add anything crucial 
to education); 2) those who believe, on the contrary, that computers are valuable 
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specifically for education; 3) those who believe that using computers in 
education is valuable for both reasons (both to prepare for work after college and 
because, beyond this, they add something important specifically to education); 
and 4) those who believe using computers is not necessary in education and in 
fact that what they are used for in education can be done without computers, and 
maybe done better). 
An overview of the responses to this query shows that student thinking 
continues to be analyzable along the hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated 
lines and that furthermore, the second and fourth answer types above 
(computers are valuable specifically for education, and computers are not 
necessary in education) mark particularly noticeable divisions in students' 
thinking depending on whether the students characteristically take a hegemonic, 
an oppositional, or a negotiated view of computer technology (see Table 6.1, 
below). For instance, the percentage of total students in the hegemonic position 
who believe computers are valuable specifically for education is three to four 
times larger (at 28%) than the percentage of total students in each of the 
oppositional and negotiated positions, whose responses fit this answer type in 
nearly equal, and small, proportions (7% and 8%, respectively). However, the 
converse of this picture emerges with the fourth aixswer type: students who 
believe computers are not necessary in education. Of the total number of 
students taking a hegemonic view who responded to this question, only 6% 
believe computers are not necessary in education, while 29% and 26% 
respectively of the total nimiber of students with oppositional or negotiated 
views indicate in their responses that they do not believe computers are 
necessary in education. 
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Table 6.1: Student perception of importance/justification of computer use 
in education 
Answer Type Answer Tjrpe Answer Tjrpe Answer Type 
#1 #2 #3 #4 
Hegemonic 45% 28% 21% 6% 
Oppositional 43% 7% 21% 29% 
Negotiated 45% 8% 21% 26% 
Answer Type #1: using computers in education is valuable because they are 
inevitable and will be necessary in the workplace fbut they don't add 
anything crucial to education 
Answer Type #2: using computers in education is valuable specifically for 
education 
Answer Type #3: using computers in education is valuable for both reasons 
(both to prepare for the work world and because they add something 
important specifically to education) 
Answer Type #4: using computers is not necessary in education and in fact, 
may be counter-productive to education 
As for whether computers are valuable in education because they are 
inevitable and necessary in the workplace (but don't add anything essential to 
education per se) and whether computers have value in education both because 
they are eventually necessary and because they add something specific to 
education, students ai\swer in amazingly equal proportions, regardless of their 
earlier technology perspective. They are in the most agreement on the first 
ariswer t3^e: computers are valuable in education because they are widely 
perceived as being essential in the students' eventual work, but they don't add 
anything essential to education beyond this. Students' responses across all three 
technology perspectives (hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated) indicated this 
belief in high, and nearly equal, percentages of the total for each stance: 45%, 43%, 
and 45% respectively. And in each of the three technology perspectives, 21% of 
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students' responses indicated they believe computers in education are valuable 
for both reasons. 
Most significantly in this study, students in all three positions generally 
misapprehend the purpose of using computers in FY Comp, mentioning instead 
reasons of convenience, speed, and efficiency, both for students and the teacher. 
Diana, who took a strongly hegemonic view of technology throughout the 
course, is straightforwardly pragmatic about what she sees as "about the only 
thing a computer adds to a class such as this," as is Earl: 
I think about the only thing the computer adds to a class such as this is 
convenience. It's a convenience that I'm happy to have because I'm 
lazy. (Diana) 
I think that they [computers in education] will continue because the 
something meaningful that they add is efficiency. Without computers, 
writing a paper would be harder and take a lot longer. (Earl) 
From a non-permeable perspective. Diana and Earl express the 
instrumental approach common to the hegemonic viewpoint: the computer's 
only effect is to make whatever job one does with it easier, but it has no inherent 
nature or effects. Ted, below, shows a complete inability to question existing 
arrangements; he is tmable to look beyond how not having computers in 
education would change the curriculum and so he therefore cannot imagine it. 
His response is almost the epitome of Heidegger's description of "pushing on 
blindly" with computers (qtd. in Dreyfus, 1995, p. 97): 
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If we did not have computers then education would not be the same. 
We would not have to teach keyboarding or any other part of 
computers. (Ted) 
Wendell, below, provides a glimpse at an extremely common attitude 
among students in all three perspectives: this is the way things are, so we might 
as well accept the "inevitable." His opening, "Whether we like it or not," 
suggests that, like many of my students, he feels no agency in the process. Notice 
too that when Wendell tries to identify why we might use computers heavily in 
a class like FY Comp, he comes up with reasons that have to do primarily with 
efficiency and convenience for the teacher—not that they particularly enhance the 
learning process for him, other than to make him ready to get a job: 
Whether we like it or not, computers are the easiest way to do things. 
For teachers, it is easier to grade papers with a computer and it is easier 
to file things. The world is going to a completely automated society. 
With this in mind, it is inevitable that we need to focus on technology 
in school. (Wendell) 
Voiced by Wendell and expressed across all three perspectives, predictably, 
was the sentiment that computers are used heavily in schools because of the 
demands of the business world. Those taking the hegemonic view differ a bit 
from those taking the oppositional and negotiated views, however, in that the 
comments of those in the hegemonic stance clearly reflect their belief that this is 
the natural, inevitable, and obviously correct arrangement: 
Computers in the classroom is just getting students ready for what they 
can expect in the career world. (Jon) 
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. . .  i f  y o u  d o n ' t  u s e  a  c o m p u t e r  o r  o w n  o n e  y o u  a r e  o n e  o f  t h e  f e w  t h a t  
don't. We need to keep up with technology if we are to succeed in life 
and be competitive zvith others in the workforce or else we will get left 
behind. (Neal) 
The students above, who took a hegemonic view of technology throughout the 
semester, use language that shows they find it absolutely unremarkable that 
education should attempt to meet the needs of the work world, although they 
tend to express this relationship in personalized, rather then systems, terms: the 
educational system is getting me ready for what I have to be able to do after 
college. Notice the familiar hegemonic concern of competition and being "left 
behind" surfacing again in Neal's response, as well as his globalization of the 
concept of "success" from that which is job-related to "if we are to succeed in 
life." That this relationship between education and the work world is self-
evident and not to be questioned is very strongly conveyed in Kirk's comment, 
below: 
I think that computers will continue to be used more in schools 
because that is what the business world is doing. (Kirk) 
On the other hand, Bruce, below, although still evincing an instrumental 
approach to computer technology, is showing some loosening of his hegemonic 
position when he talks about questioning the computer. Contrasted with the 
almost tautological reasoning of John and the overly positive language of Ken, 
both of whom follow, Bruce's response to this question shows some 
reconsideration of his formerly strict hegemonic perspective. He is no longer 
accepting without question that the mere use of computers by definition 
somehow enhances a student's education: 
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Computers definitely aid in education and can increase creativity in 
students, while it can also prepare you for the future and a career. A 
computer cannot do any of these things for you, but rather it depends on 
how you use the computer and what you make of it. If you let it control 
your life then that is what you make of it, but if you question it and seek to 
see how it can aid in improving your thought processes, then the 
computer can help you in any way. (Bruce) 
I believe that computers are going to be the way of life. If you can get 
things done faster and better, then that is the way to go. With the 
world moving at such a fast pace and computers helping that you can 
clearly see that in order to keep up, you have to be up to date. Qohn) 
Like John's, Ken's response below shows, in contrast to Bruce's, no suggestion of 
having to be or wanting to be selective or critical about the computer. He also 
expresses an interesting sentiment, not uncommon among my students taking a 
hegemonic perspective, that he is already behind (even though he is not yet 
twenty years old!)—that kids today have a technological advantage because of 
their youth—and that he now faces a lifelong process of keeping up with the fast 
advances of computer technology. Like Neal, Ken also globalizes the benefits of 
computers beyond the workplace or the classroom to "life," and uses vague but 
overly positive language about the benefits of computers: 
I wish I was in grade school and could have the same opportunities 
that kids do today with computers in the classroom. Information is 
rampant on computers and I feel that kids will benefit greatly from this 
instead of being hurt. I did not leam much about computers until late 
high school. Many of my cousins know how to use a computer better 
186 
than I do now. Computers are not only important in education hut 
also in life because they are so helpful to us. Life is easier because of the 
computers and they have had nothing but a positive effect on our 
lives. (Ken) 
Also from a non-permeable perspective, students taking an oppositional 
view of computer technology, in contrast, are among those who see little benefit 
to using computers in education, beyond the fact that they see it as necessary 
preparation for their futture employment. The striking feature of these students' 
responses, what I have identified as the characteristic oppositional language of 
resignation coupled with resentment, is evident in these responses, and each of 
these students suggests Heidegger's description of "rebelling helplessly against" 
technology (qtd. in Dreyfus, 1995, p. 97): 
We don't leam anything through using computers that we can't learn 
through other sources except how to use computers even more. Qean) 
I feel that computers are important in the classroom only because we 
hype it up to be so... (Hedda) 
Actually, I don't think that the computer is really helpful for 
education, and I leam the computer to prepare for my future life 
because this is what society wants. (Sam) 
The language use among these three students in the oppositional position is 
angry but powerless at the same time: ". . . except how to use computers even 
more"; ". . . only becatise we hype it up to be so"; and "because this is what society 
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wants." Their comments suggest a hopeless cul-de-sac of endlessly upward 
spLraling computer use that they are consigned to try to keep up with. 
Indicating a more permeable perspective, participants taking a negotiated 
view of technology show in their comments that, while they recognize the 
ubiquitousness of computers, they have not opted for one of the extreme (and 
hence, less productive and personally empowering) positions described by 
Heidegger. They are content neither to "push on blindly" nor to "rebel helplessly 
against" computer technology, but show evidence instead of continuing to 
negotiate their position with it. Abby, for instance, talks about how she feels 
"right now," as if her position may be re-evaluated later. She is content at the 
moment to take a pragmatic approach ("the computers have made everything 
easier") while recognizing that this technology is not necessarily the defiiiing 
element of her life ("I can't say that I can't live without them or anything")—at 
least not in the way that Neal, Jon, and Ken, in the hegemonic position above, 
believe: 
Right now, I feel that computers are valuable because I feel I have to 
learn about them to be prepared for life. I haven't had the experience of 
computers adding something meaningful to my life, so I can't say that I 
can't live without them or anything. As for English 105,1 don't think 
there is anything that we couldn't have done without computers so far, 
hut I do agree that the computers have made everything easier to me. 
Because of this, I don't feel scared or upset about having to use computers. 
(Abby) 
However, like students in the hegemonic and oppositional positions, 
students in the negotiated position also show a great deal of concern with what 
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they perceive to be the heavy technological demands waiting for them on the job 
after college. Notice that both George and Alec, below, carry this concern to the 
point of almost reducing a four-year liberal arts education to simple job 
preparation: 
It is becoming standard to use some kind of computer in every job 
possible. When I worked at Happy Joe's we used a computer to take 
orders and print up order slips and receipts. We also used the computer to 
do all the bookkeeping. I think computers need to be used in education 
because unless you are Amish and don't use technology, it is going to be 
necessary to have the know-how to operate a computer. (George) 
No, it's not because I think we can gain something from computers 
that we can't gain from anything else. It's because we're going to have 
to work with computers in the future. . . so it would be to our best 
interest if we get comfortable with them now. Sure, computers add 
something to our education, but they do so precisely because there is no 
other way. .. I'm glad you followed up with such a gravy question after 
racking my brain with number 3. (Alec) 
(Notice too that Alec sees this as a "gravy question"—one about which he doesn't 
even have to think twice—there just "is no other way"!) 
A notable feature of resporises to this question from students in the 
negotiated, or more permeable, perspective is their somewhat imcertain diction, 
which I believe reflects the fact that they haven't jumped on the digital 
technology bandwagon completely, but neither are they resigned and angry (or 
"scared and upset about having to use computers," as Abby says, above). This 
tentative use of language is boldfaced in the excerpts below: 
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I don't think computers add anything meaningful to my education. . . 
Any way you look at it I think computers are here to stay and will 
probably be even more important to not only education, but other 
aspects of life so it is probably important to leam about computers 
while still in school. (Alana) 
I think computers are an inevitable part of education. Why not have it 
a part of the classroom, I guess. I think there are a few occupations that 
don't require the use of technology, but that might change so you 
might as well leam about them. (Veronica) 
I think that we have to leam how to use computers because in the 
business world computers are used almost all the time. I don't know if 
it adds something meaningful to our education. I think it might make 
some of the things we do easier or more convenient. (Todd) 
Of course, given the course's goal of developing students' critical 
computer literacy, one would hope that students could move beyond even this 
kind of half-hearted questioning to a fully critical stance. Amy expresses below 
the core of what that stance looks like after a course and participation in a critical 
qualitative research project like this one: 
I think that the way society has given power to computers and their 
technology it is important for us as students to be taught how to use 
them and also to think critically about them and their effects on us. . . 
Thinking critically about computers tends to open people up to thinking 
critically about society which in my mind promotes self-awareness and 
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personal growth. There is value to including computers as a part of 
education. (Amy) 
Amy has grasped the difference between and the "how-to" and the "why" and 
sees the importance of the latter; she is also thinking relationally, going beyond 
just her personal relationship with computer technology to how it is cormected 
to society. As an outcome of the critical qualitative project of the semester she is 
recognizing that we 
. . . can affect our own personal development and that of our 
surroimdings only when we have a reasonably clear view of the nature 
of our culture and what possibilities for action are open to us. Critical 
ethnography attempts to provide clearer images of the larger picture of 
which we are a part. Once the picture takes on sharper detail, 
opportunities for revising it take shape. (Thomas, 1993, p. 61) 
To Amy, the value of combining computers with education has as much or 
more to do with the opportunity to develop critical literacy as to develop job-
related computer literacy. 
Re-focusing and Re-thinking: The Impact of Technology Assumptions. To 
see this "larger picture of which we are a part," referred to by Thomas (1993) 
above, students need to recogruze not only the existence of but the effect on them 
of technology myths (discourses, assumptions, expectations). This is the process 
Dewey (1929) refers to as the "intellectual disrobing" which allows us to "inspect 
[our cultural 'clothes'] critically to see what they are made of and what wearing 
them does to us" (qtd. in Jones, 1996, p.95). Not sxirprisingly then, students 
whose technology narratives placed them in the negotiated position show 
evidence in their responses that students' level of awareness of how they are 
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affected by cultiirai assumptions about technology is important to their 
development of this critical computer literacy. Accordingly, I asked all students— 
across the three attitudinal positions—to grapple further with their awareness of 
these technology assumptior\s in Question #3 of the Focused Questiormaire and 
Focus-Group Interview: "(Note: there are three parts—A. B. and C—to answer in 
this question). 
A) Several students told me they felt they were not affected by any cultural myths 
about technology. In other words, that they were able to stand apart from 
technology's effects, 'above' them, so to speak, and see technology and its effects 
for what they are. This suggests to me that the cultural assumptions and 
expectations about technology are so ingrained, we have trouble stepping outside 
them and looking at them. Is this true? 
B) Some examples of cultural 'myths'/assumptions about technology are these: 
* Technology is 'transparent' or neutral: using it doesn't have any effects other 
than to make things easier and faster. 
Technology is all-powerful, and even if we have some concerns about 
technology's effects, we can't do anything about them anyway, so we might as 
well learn to accept them. 
* Technology is not our job, not our problem. If there are negative effects, 
someone else is responsible. Our job is to learn to use it and to keep up with it as 
it changes. 
Notice how all of these assumptions/myths put us in a pretty passive and 
subordinate position relative to technology. Are we even using it as a 'tool' if we 
are just a passive receiver of it—if it dictates so much to us rather than the other 
way around? 
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C) If you feel you really are unaffected by these cultural messages about 
technology, how have you been able to transcend them? OR If you are aware of 
being affected by cultural myths about technology, does this awareness make you 
feel any more 'in control' (less passive or suhnrdinatet in your relationship to 
technology? What has contributed to this awareness?" 
A long question, to be sure, but one on which I needed to elaborate for two 
reasons: 1) to explain implicitly to students the concept of member checking-
why, in other words, I was coming back to them again with a re-focused version 
of this question which they originally dealt with as Question #7 in their General 
Questiormaire—giving them an idea of what the responses had been, sharing 
some of my thinking about those results with them, and asking for their further 
thinking; and 2) to be certain that students were all thinking along the same lines 
when using the concept of a "cultural myth." Once again, students were not 
given a continuum but rather, the opportunity to provide fuller responses, from 
an analysis of which emerged two answer types: 1) It is difficult or impossible to 
escape influence by cultural myths about digital technology; and 2) I have been 
unaffected by cultural myths about this technology; or the statements are NOT 
myths. There is a possible sub-category of answer type #1 above which dovetails 
with it: for those who say they believe it is difficult or impossible to escape the 
influence, awareness of this influence gives them more agency. Some students 
say that the awareness does give them more of a feeling of control in their 
relationship with computer technology, some say the added awareness has no 
effect on them, and others say it actually makes them feel less in control. To be 
placed into the second answer type, a student's response could either state one of 
the two elements in the response explicitly, or implicitly make it clear that this is 
what he/she believes. 
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Students taking the hegemonic perspective, somewhat surprisingly, 
responded in strong numbers (64% of these students responding to the question) 
that they believed it is difficult or impossible to escape influence by cultural 
assimiptions. The remaining 36% of students with a hegemonic view said they 
felt they had escaped influence or indicated in their answer that they actually do 
not believe the statements are myths, but rather, are self-evidentially true. 
Students with oppositional and negotiated views presented almost identical 
profiles to each other in terms of the nimibers with which their responses 
categorized them into answer type #1 or #2. About three/fourths of each group 
(77% and 78% respectively of students with oppositional and negotiated stances) 
said they foimd it difficult or impossible to escape the influence of these ctiltural 
assumptions. Only 23% and 22% respectively indicated they had been unaffected 
or actually believed the assimiptions are true (see Table 6.2, below). So across the 
board, students generally were acknowledging the influence of these 
assumptioris at this point in the semester, with students in the oppositional and 
negotiated perspectives doing so in slightly higher percentages than those in the 
hegemonic. In Carspecken's terminology, students who are now looking more 
carefully at how they are affected by cultural forces are, by virtue of their 
dialogical data generation on the Focused Questionnaire, beginning to describe 
system relations—a process that signals more sophisticated thinking. 
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Table 6J2: Student perception of influence by cultural myths about 
technology (re-focusing and re-thinking) 
Difficult or 
Impossible to 
Escape Influence 
Not Influenced, 
or the Statements 
are not Myths 
Hegemonic 
Oppositional 
Negotiated 
64% 
77% 
78% 
36% 
23% 
22% 
A summary, "numerical" look at how students taking the oppositional 
and negotiated views answered Question #3 yields few surprises, given these 
students' propensities in data collected earlier, but certainly the responses of 
students in the hegemonic stance represent a dramatic tumarovmd from these 
same students' responses earlier in the semester to queries on the General 
Questiormaire about their amoimt of critical thinking about computers (General 
Questiormaire item #4), the degree to which they felt their thinking about 
computers had been changed by the course to that point (General (Questionnaire 
item #6), and, most importantly, their assessment at that jimcture of whether 
they had been affected by cultural assimiptions (General C^estionnaire item #7, 
Table 5.2). In response to item #6 on the General Questionnaire (Table 5.1), 
recall, for instance, that of these students taking a hegemonic stance on 
technology, an overwhelming number (84%) said their thinking had not 
changed as a result of the class activities to that point. The most useful contrast, 
however, with this later information from the Focused Questiormaire/Focus-
Group Interview item #3 is these students' responses, at a point just before 
midterm, to question #7 on the General (Questiormaire—"What cultural myth(s) 
about technology are you influenced by (if any) and how has this affected your 
experience so far in English 105?": then, 63% of responses from students in the 
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position indicated that they had not been affected (either by stating so directly or 
by dint of not answering a question they found "N/A"). See Table 5.2. 
Therefore, in the non-permeable perspectives, finding the situation 
effectively reversed on the Focused Questionnaire, with two-thirds (64%) of 
these students subscribing to a hegemonic interpretation of technology now 
answering that they believe it is difficult or impossible to escape influence by 
cultviral assumptions about technology, certainly merits a closer look at their 
actual responses. Darrell's and Andrew's responses, below, display common 
elements present in students' responses representing the hegemonic perspective 
and fitting into answer type #1 (it is difficult or impossible to escape influence by 
cultural myths about technology): the "maybe-other-people-can't-think-critically-
about-computers-but-I-can" theme, the you-would-feel-better-about-it-if-you-
understood-it-better" theme, and the rigid, "good versus bad"/dualism theme: 
[In response to Part A of the question] I believe this is true because most 
people are unaware and ignorant when it comes to technology; therefore, 
they are not able to understand it to the point where they can take a step 
back and analyze it and determine what is good and bad. (Darrell) 
/ do feel that most people can't step outside of cultural assumptions 
and look at the subject objectively. I think someone needs to be aware of 
the assumptions, and then they can step back and look at the situation. 
The problem is that most people are not aware of the cultural 
assumptions, and therefore play into them. Many people do just accept 
the situation as: it is there, it is not going away, and we cannot do anything 
about it. They let the computer control them and take a passive role. I feel 
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even I played into the cidtural myths to some extent. Since this class, I 
have become more aware of these myths and taken a different position on 
the computer, becoming more active than passive. (Andrew) 
Vance, in particular, has a strongly instnimental view of technology, highly 
consistent with the hegemoruc stance, but also admits at the end that his 
"perceptions have been warped"; 
I've not yet met a person who is completely outside of technical 
assumptions. I know people that say they are, and then freak out when 
their car breaks down or their computer crashes. . . Those who truly 
understand technology use it as a tool... I think I feel a little more 'in 
control' having discovered how my perceptions can be warped. 
(Vance) 
Regarding the issue of increased or decreased agency, the following 
students represent both feelings. Notice that, while Gil's response overall is very 
insightful, there is still a lingering vestige at the end of equating "thinking 
critically" with "being negative," or not looking "on the bright side"! 
Yes, it is true that we have trouble stepping outside of the cultural 
assumptions and expectations about technology since we are brought up 
with the cultural myths and it is hard to change when you've had all the 
ideas stuck in your head for so long... I think sometimes we have to 
depend on the technology no matter what, so it does not matter what we 
think or what the cultural myths are... I am aware of being affected by the 
cultural myths about technology that technology is always good and 
positive... I still think that even if I am aware of the dark side of 
technology, I shall keep looking on the bright side of it instead. (Gil) 
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Ken, Warren, and Gloria return to the consuming fear of falling behind as part of 
the reason they have little feeling of control with computer technology, seeing 
that as an impediment of sorts to critical computer literacy: 
. . .  a s  s t u d e n t s  w e  a r e  a l w a y s  a w a i t i n g  t h e  n e w  i n v e n t i o n  a n d  e x p e c t  f o r  
something else to change our lives in some way. We don't have time to 
step outside and look at them because the new invention is on the 
horizon. (Ken) 
I think that the cultural assumption that computers will always be 
there to make life easier is ingrained in our minds. . . I think that in a 
way computers do dictate us. Everyone is so caught up in the latest 
technology. No one wants to be behind in the world. People almost 
have no choice but to keep up. If you don't, society is going to move on 
without you. (Warren) 
[Being aware of the cultural myths about technology] actually makes me 
feel more out of control. All I feel I can do is sit back and just go along 
with everything because technology is too great of a thing to try to keep up 
with. (Gloria) 
While students in the hegemonic perspective, then, do seem to be 
acknowledging the presence and effect of cultural assumptions and messages 
about digital technology by this point in the semester (albeit in numbers not 
quite as large as students in the oppositional and negotiated perspectives) and 
this clearly represents a developmental shift in their thinking (from knowledge 
is self-evident and imquestionable, to knowledge is contextual and contingent), 
their responses still manifest some of the immistakable hegemonic 
characteristics we've seen in all the data. They tend to use an instrumental 
198 
rather than a substantive approach to thinking about digital technology, they 
tend to evince the individualistic concern of competition and personal gain, and 
they tend to think dualistically: there's good and there's bad to this technology, 
and we just have to focus on the good. 
As we would expect, students in the hegemonic stance who say they have 
not been affected by cultural asstimptions about technology generate responses 
that set up a dichotomous, good/bad equation: Technology: Love It or Leave It 
(or Love it or Get Left Behind). Jack, for instance, is so dualistic in his thiriking 
about digital technology, that he implies that thinking critically about the 
cultural myths is the same as resisting technology, as being "pretty stupid," and 
as desiring the cessation of the development of technology altogether. To Jack, to 
entertain any concerns or questions at all (i.e., to develop one's critical computer 
literacy) is tantamount to halting progress: 
I nearly totally agree with your 1, 2, and 3 [Haas's cultural myths listed in 
the question]. I don't understand why anyone would resist technology. . . 
To say that technology is a bad thing would in my opinion be pretty stupid. 
Granted, you can't let abuses of the internet run wild, but to stop 
developing technology would be to stop the development of society. (Jack) 
Mark, below, is also imable to comprehend why we would need to think 
critically about something, in his opinion, so obviously beneficial: 
I feel computers have become a part of everyone's life, like it or not. 
Computers have made people's lives easier. One person with a computer 
can do a lot of work. Computers have made it possible for many 
companies and people to make more money. I feel the assumptions made 
above [Haas's three cultural myths about technology] are an excuse for 
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some people who do not want to use computers. Sure they are negative in 
some instances but the positives outweigh the negatives. (Mark) 
Alan, Bob, and Elizabeth state directly that they believe in the validity of the 
cultural assumptions about technology; they are hegemonically decoding 
society's messages exactly as they have been encoded: 
These statements are true because time is money, everyone wants to do 
it faster, better, more efficiently. Technology does that, the computer 
can print a paper easier than you can type one, the assembly lines allow 
manufacturing to faster. . . Our generation doesn't know about any 
myths because we grew up being taught to use the computer in any way 
that helps . . . Our generation came around when the myths died down. 
We have been taught to ignore the myths and learn all we can because 
technology never stops. (Alan) 
Concerning the myths, I am not affected by them because they have a lot of 
truth behind them. . . We have our job to keep up with the changes that 
the computer world brings upon us. If we don't keep up we will get left 
behind. (Bob) 
I guess I'd begin by saying that I don't really feel that cultural messages 
are a problem. I see technology as a helpful tool that's there when I 
want to use it .. . The changes that happen in technology are a part of 
everyday life. You have to be able to accept technology or nothing will 
ever change. (Elizabeth) 
Finally, notice that Angela, below, articulating a clearly instrumental approach, 
also still confoimds "thinking critically" with "being negative": 
200 
I have not been affected by cultural myths about technology mainly 
because ... I know what I need to know to get what I have to get done. 
But computers are there to help us and we should not be too critical 
because they really do improve and speed things up. (Angela) 
Students in the oppositional position whose responses placed them in 
answer type #1 (it is difficult or impossible to escape influence by cultural myths 
about technology) show an awareness of being affected by myths, as well as the 
characteristic resignation and resentment about society's messages: 
My entire way through school, all I heard from my teachers is how 
great computers are and how they are going to make our lives so much 
easier. I was basically taught that there is nothing bad about computers 
... I don't feel in control because I depend on computers so much in my 
daily life. . .You are bombarded with these myths everyday and therefore 
you don't eoen think about them anymore. (Jay) 
To start off with, I would like to admit that I am affected by cultural 
myths. Some of them are embedded in me and others I am fully aware 
of. Often times I find myself believing in [the technology-as-neutral-
tool] myth, but since we've been talking about some of the problems in 
this class, I am more aware that it is a myth. [Technology-as-all-powerful] 
is a myth that is hard to avoid as we know the technology is changing by 
the minute. It is such a steady rate of change that it inspires a sense of 
helplessness .. .1 think my awareness just lets me know that I am not 
always in control, and as far as technology is concerned, I never will be. 
(Amie) 
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Students taking an oppositional view of technology and whose responses 
indicated that they either do not believe they had been affected by the myths or 
actually believe the myths are true (answer type #2) present an even stronger 
attitude of resignation and resentment than those who fit into answer type #1: 
Technology is out of our control. It's so global and moving so fast that 
there doesn't seem to be much else to do but accept it and try to use it. 
Being aware of these assumptions doesn't put me anymore in control 
because technology is happening whether I want it to or not. (Jean) 
No, it [people not being able to step back from the cultural assumptions 
and look at them] is not true. I think most people can see what effects 
technology has on society, but when asked about it they look the other 
way.. .Asa society we are falling into a trap. Qake) 
The use of the language denoting lack of agency surfaces again in students' 
comments in the oppositional position ("bombarded," "helplessness," "forced," 
"I am not always in control"), but notice how Kristi, below, in contrast to 
students in the hegemonic perspective who try to frame the questions in such a 
way as to bring resolution to the digital technology issue (and in fact, often 
become impatient when critical thinking raises more questions than it answers), 
is content with the ambiguity and open-endedness for now, as she ponders this 
"interesting topic": 
I personally did not pay much attention to those myths and technology 
itself until this semester. It is true that I felt as though if I don't catch up 
with all the technology out there, I won't be able to succeed in my life. I 
never felt like I was controlling or acting on technology. I felt I was forced 
by SOCIETY to use it with basically no knowledge about the tool I used. 
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This class has been eye-opening to me in some ways. Knowing these 
myths does not make me feel 'in control'; however, it makes me think 
about what it means to be in control... I cannot come up with very clear 
answers at this point, but it sure is an interesting topic. (Kristi) 
This ability to accept lack of closure—to see one's thinking as in process, rather 
than as having arrived at a fixed and immutable point on a topic—is, as we have 
seen in Chapter Two, a characteristic of more advanced cognition. 
From a more consistently permeable perspective, the resportses to 
Question #3 of students who take a negotiated view of computer technology also 
show similarities to their habitual patterns of thinking about this technology and 
articulating that thinking, but also add more to the overall picture of this 
perspective and how its adherents experience the development of their critical 
literacy. 
Jack and Mark in the hegemonic responses to this question refer above to 
those who try to analyze aaltural myths about technology as "pretty stupid" and 
to the myths themselves as an "excxise for some people who don't want to use 
computers," but Hugh and Seth, below, suggest other reasons people might 
avoid this kind of questioning, believing one must be willing to bring the 
necessary thinking skills to bear to be critically computer literate, because in the 
end, only this will help us to avoid being "slaves of fate." Wayne also believes it 
is only with this greater awareness that we can have any agency, saying that 
without this greater awareness of influences, we can't "make appropriate use of 
[technology] if we think we can't change or do anything about it": 
If you can't step away and take a look at a situation from a different 
perspective then you are either stupid or obsessed.. . We are still 
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not in control of what is happening around us [and] we will be slaves of 
fate. We must learn to control our use of technology and hope it doesn't 
get so far ahead of us we can never catch up. (Hugh) 
I think it's hard for some people to look at technology from the outside 
because they don't want to look at technology critically. I think that 
they believe that they might find something scary about technology if 
they looked at it critically. . . I know that my life has been affected by 
technology. I think it would be naive not to think about it not changing 
my life. (Seth) 
I think I am affected by cultural myths, I can admit that. I think that 
most people are. Yes, I think that people have difficulty stepping 
outside expectations to really look at them because nearly all of us have 
grown up with the expectations that technology is good and will better 
lives. ... I think we will have trouble trying to find faults in something 
we have been told all along is good. . . I don't think we make 
appropriate use of [technology] if we think we can't change or do 
anything about it. . . This class has helped me a great deal in thinking 
more critically about technology. (Wayne) 
Jeff, Jeremy, and Vince, below, reflect on the actual thinking process involved in 
coming to a greater awareness of how one has been influenced, noting that it is 
thinking that does not come easily or naturally, but which requires concerted 
effort: 
I think some people do have trouble realizing that what they see as 
normal is actually what our culture has taught them. . . It is hard for 
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these people to think about something they have never really thought 
about before. (Jeff) 
I think it is true [that it is difficult to step outside of cultural 
assumptions] because I have talked to many people who do have those 
values and I do too. Sometimes you need to hear some critical 
evaluations about technology to help you look at it differently. (Jeremy) 
I think that we are all affected by cultural myths and beliefs about 
technology. We can analyze its impact on us but only to a certain 
extent. The more deeply we believe that we are not affected by cultural 
beliefs, the more cultural belies actually affect us. If we deny that they 
affect us, we deny the possibility of the cultural myth that we are falling 
victim to. (Vince) 
I think it is true [that it is dijficult to step outside the cultural 
assumptions about technology] because some of us don't realize the 
effect technology has on our society. You don't realize this unless you 
take time and really, really think about it... (Todd) 
Amy uses a particularly apt metaphor to explain what the thinking process was 
like for her—the deliberate and systematic focus on a topic that had until then 
been only part of her backgroimd assumptions. As she indicates, this greater 
awareness, she believes, gives her "the choice" that she did not have before: 
I have come to realize what society's views are, and that I have the 
choice of  e i ther  fol lowing the crowd or  blazing my own trai l .  Many of  the  
readings helped me reach this conclusion and several of the in-class 
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discussions. I feel like I was forced to step back and look at the big picture 
and then put a box around computers and technology and click the zoom-
in icon. (Amy) 
Amy is showing evidence of developing a more complex way of thinking 
about what she had before allowed to remain an unexamined part of her 
background assumptions, and is able to describe that change in language that is 
evocative of Qualley's (1997) description of bringing our "frames of reference" 
into view: 
When faced with a new or strange situation or a difficult text, we may be 
forced to attend to our subjectivity if we wish to make sense. We search 
for some familiar frame that will enable us to understand. As we attempt 
to measure the facts at hand against our frame of reference, the frame itself 
becomes discernible and open for examination. We become reflexive if 
and when we momentarily turn our attention back to these subjective 
frames, beliefs, assumptions, and theories that have now come into relief, 
(p. 151) 
Felicia's specific example of how computer technology was influencing 
her without her awareness is especially interesting, in no small measure because 
she is one of the students who shows a fair amount of shift in her thinking from 
the beginning to the end of the course, as this longer excerpt reveals: 
I think that technology is so ingrained in students that we do have 
trouble stepping outside [cultural myths] and looking at them because we 
were raised with technology and have always had it at our disposal. It is 
difficult to recognize something that has been used to socialize us and to 
think about it critically... I think [technology] does dictate who I am. For 
example, when I found out that we would be using Macs during class, I 
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panicked because I had never used one before. I seriously thought that my 
writing abilities would be affected by the change in computer brands. I 
imagined, as I wrote the first paper for this class, that the paper was not 
turning out half as nicely as any paper that I had zoritten on my IBM. 
Essentially, I thought that the computer had dictated my writing abilities 
and, hence, with a change, those abilities would change. . . I think that I 
am aware of the cultural myths that have affected me ... I find it 
impossible to believe that anyone is unaffected by cultural myths about 
technology. (Felicia) 
Students in the negotiated stance whose answers to Question #3 indicate 
they believe they have not been affected by the myths or who actually accept the 
myths without question (answer type #2) comprise the smallest percentage of 
their overall group of any of the three perspectives. These participants clearly 
rely on an instnmiental, "tool" approach to thinking about technology, and even 
though they perceive larger forces at work and indeed, acknowledge the existence 
of negative corisequences (stating that technology is "too big of a thing to try and 
fix," and that there are "negative effects"), they are still at a point in their critical 
computer literacy development where they are satisfied to accept the situation 
and not "rock the boat they're in," as one student puts it: 
I have always taken the viezvpoint that these so-called assumptions 
were obviously true statements that did have an effect on me, but I 
couldn't control that effect and have never really tried. Technology to 
me is just a tool that we use and nothing more. If technology has some 
effects on society I sure don't see it as my problem ... It's too big of a 
thing to try and fix... These assumptions or truths whatever a person 
wants to call them don't really matter to me, because as I said earlier 
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technology is just a tool that makes much of my work more efficient 
and nothing more. (Adam) 
I think that these statements are true and my stand arises from the fact 
that I grew up in a country where there was very little technology 
present. Being in the U.S.A. where technology is the heart of 
everything contrasts with my experiences at home. I see technology as 
the easy way out and a faster means. Also the negative effects don't 
have much impact on me. (Amelia) 
Adam and Amelia prefer to focus on the immediately personal benefits 
and not worry about the bigger picture—even though they know it's out there, an 
eventuality which students taking a hegemonic position and answering this 
question in the negative (that they've not been affected or that these are not 
myths) continue to deny. Recalling that part of the goal of a critical qualitative 
research project is to empower students by "first making them aware of why 
things are as they are, and then, second, by way of this vmderstanding, to see that 
current arrangements have not always existed and can be altered" (Crusius, 1991, 
p. 63), student responses which fit answer tj^e #2 show that these participants 
are not yet fully describing system relations (thinking relationally about "current 
arrangements") in this critical qualitative research project. McCormick (1994) 
describes this ability to think relationally as depending on our evolving 
awareness that we are balanced between social determinism and autonomy. We 
have individual agency, but it is exercised and negotiated within the context of 
an interpretive community; it is only by being critically aware of this situatedness 
that one can gain the ability to negotiate within and perhaps change the 
conditions of that commimity, and hence, our lives. We can never trariscend 
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this constructedness, but neither are we without agenqr, and students whose 
thinking about digital technology represents the most critical computer literacy— 
whose perspective on this technology either throughout the semester or by the 
end of the semester can be described as negotiated—are most aware of and 
comfortable with this constructedness; in fact, they see this awareness as 
empowering. 
Re-focusing and Re-thinking: Can We "Look At" And "Look Through" 
the Computer? To encourage students to re-focus on this situatedness, I asked 
them in the Focused Questionnaire and the Focus-Group Interview to think 
about the specific kind of situatedness they had experienced during this critical 
qualitative research project: their "looking at and through" computers as part of 
their English 105 semester. Responses to this question reveal changes in 
thinking from less to more permeable (less to more critical, in other words) and 
also reveal students' perceptioris of the success of the method of the study: using 
the computer as both content and vehicle in the quest to develop critical 
computer literacy. 
In many ways then Question #2 in the dialogical and describing system 
relations data-gathering effort was the most important of all that I asked students 
to think about during the semester, encapsulating as it does the class's purpose of 
looking both at and through computers and asking students how this process 
affected their development of their thinking abilities. Not coincidentally, it was, 
however, also a difficult question for students because of its very nature: 
thinking about that which we usually take for granted: "In responses about 
whether the reading, writing, and discussing about computers have affected your 
thinking about computers. I got a lot of answers that indicate many of you 
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interpret this as a 'how-to' question, not a 'why' question, or a 'how-much' or an 
'in-what-ways' question. Is it difficult to separate your process and outcome of 
thinking about computers from your concern for how to use the computer? If 
so. why is that, do you thirik? Bottom line: is it possible to think critically about 
the computer when the computer is part of the environment in which you are 
being asked to do this?" 
Students were given no continuum on which to respond in order to elicit 
more complete and thoughtful answers, and students' answers tended to fit into 
one of four general types: 1) those who indicated that they can't separate the 
"why" from the "how to"/ they can't think critically about computers when 
computers are part of the envirorunent in which they are asked to do this (19% 
of the total responding to Question #2); 2) those who indicated that they can 
separate the "why" from the "how to"/they can think critically about computers 
when computers are part of the environment (31%); 3) those whose answers 
indicated that they think it is difficult but not impossible to do this kind of 
critical thinking about computers while in a computer-intensive envirormient 
(38%); and 4) those who didn't understand the question (12%). 
Results from this question are revealing and continue to coincide with 
and flesh out the three technology perspectives, adding information about the 
thinking of students in each perspective. Simply by looking in a summary 
fashion at where the majority of responses for each of the three perspectives fall 
(Table 6.3, below), we can see a predictable pattern repeating itself. For instance, 
the majority of students demonstrating a hegemonic stance on technology (33%) 
confidently believe that they can separate the "how to" from the "why" in their 
thinking about computers; they can think critically about the computer when it 
is part of the environment in which they are being asked to do so. However, 
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more cautiously, the majority of students taking an oppositional position on 
technology (36%) responded that they believe it is difficult but not impossible to 
engage in this kind of "looking at and through" computers. Finally, many 
students whose view of computer technology most closely fits the negotiated 
perspective (50%, the largest percentage in any of the general ariswer types) also 
said it is difficult but not impossible to separate their thinking about the 
computer from their use of it. It is important to note, however, that students 
representing every technology perspective showed up in all four of the general 
answer types. Thus, a few students from the oppositional and negotiated 
perspectives wrote answers to Question #2 that placed them in the "Can't 
Separate" resporise group, while a few students taking the hegemonic approach 
to technology wrote answers to the question that indicated they fit with the 
"Difficult but not Impossible" group. 
Table 6.3: Student perception of effectiveness of "looking at and through" 
technology (re-focusing and re-thinking) 
Answer Type Answer Type Answer Type Answer Type 
#1 #2 #3 #4 
Hegemonic 29% 33% 26% 12% 
Oppositional 14% 21% 36% 29% 
Negotiated 11% 33% 50% 6% 
Answer Type #1: it is difficult or impossible to look at and through 
technology 
Answer Tjrpe #2: it is possible to look at and through technology 
Answer Type #3: it is difficult but not impossible to look at and through 
teclmology 
Answer Type #4: student didn't understand the question 
As the caveat above suggests, with qualitative data, coimting the answers 
obviously does not get at the most important information. Looking at what 
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students in various perspectives actually said allows us to learn the most about 
their thinking. This kind of analysis of the data also provided an ongoing check 
on the degree of forthrightness with which students were answering the 
questions. 
For instance. Jack, below, uses an interesting comparison to make his 
point rather blimtly: 
It's like writing a paper on how toilet paper affects your life. Yes, it is 
much better with it, but I don't ever stop to think about how it affects 
me. Cfack) 
The students below also plainly think this is a pretty stupid question (what they 
would call a "no-brainer")! 
I don't really ask why I use a computer. I fust take advantage of the fact 
that I have one and it is easier to use it. (Jerry) 
. .  .we don' t  want  to  get  too 'deep'  in to  this  computer  technology by 
asking why or how much. As long as we can use it to our advantage, it 
really only matters how to run the computers. (Bob) 
Some students began their response with an indication that they were a bit 
stumped or taken aback by the question, again reflecting that I was asking them 
to think about something which heretofore had always been simply part of the 
background assumptions in their lives—the inherent difficult and somewhat 
uncomfortable nature of thinking critically, in other words: 
I don't really get what you are asking but I will try to answer. I think 
that it is possible to think critically about computers, but you are always 
going to have a bias since you are forced to work with them. (Annette) 
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This is a tough question. I think that it is possible to think critically 
about computers even though I am typing on one . . .there are many 
pros and cons to its use. (Tim) 
This is a funny question. I'm laughing inside. I never really looked at 
it that way. (Alec) 
Finally, there's Wendell, below, who is simply getting ticked off with my asking 
him to think critically about computers! 
This whole semester you have been trying to get us to think critically 
about technology around us. For me, technology is just there, it is easy 
to use and I feel comfortable zvith it. So, no, I haven't been able to 
think critically about computers in this environment. (Wendell) 
Importantly, to me as the researcher, these kinds of "gut" responses are 
reassuring in that they suggest that students were indeed answering forthrightly, 
and not trying to figure out what I wanted to hear. Responses with this kind of 
content, tone, or both provided a sort of spotcheck in this project on how reliable 
students' responses were overall. I could, with this sort of answer coupled with 
my daily interaction with and observation of students, feel confident that 
students were providing honest information. 
From a non-permeable perspective, students in the hegemonic stance 
generally answered Question #2 with their characteristic instrumental attitude as 
well as some degree of impatience with the concept of tr)^g to "look at and 
through" digital technology: 
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For me personally, no. I already know how to use the computer. 
However, I think it could be hard for others to separate these if they do 
not know how to use the computer. (Aaron) 
I don't think it is possible... I think that over-analysis about 
technology isn't important to me because there isn't anything I can do 
about it. Technology is going to continue to progress. (Marian) 
I don't really think critically about a computer. I'm so used to having 
one at my use, I take it for granted. (Warren) 
Also from a non-permeable perspective, students' responses in the 
oppositional stance similarly manifest their characteristic ways of thinking about 
their relationship to computer technology. For instance, Amie, below, repeats 
the theme that he just doesn't know enough about computer technology: 
... I wasn't familiar enough [with computers] at first to answer the 
'why' part of the question. The 'why' tends to be closely related to the 
'how-to' because when I was learning about the computer, that was 
what I was thinking about and so the effect of computers on me was 
that I had to learn to use them in order to move on to the next level of 
thought. (Amie) 
Annette's response, begtm above, continues to reveal the oppositional 
characteristics of feeling "forced" (having no agency in the relationship with 
digital technology), being resigned but resentful, and focusing on personal 
frustrations; Stan's, following, also repeats the theme of being "pushed": 
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. . . you are always going to have a bias since you are forced to work 
with them. I think that most people just accept that we have to use 
computers so they don't really have to think critically about them. 
And it makes it really hard to zvrite papers about computers because, 
like with this class, most people don't have a choice of whether or not to 
use the computer ... So to tell you the truth I don't know if people can 
think critically about computers because I know that I have a real hard 
time doing it. (Annette) 
It is hard to think critically about computers with them pushed at you 
from all levels. The readings do a very good job at making you think 
about the question of computers and their uses in society. (Stan) 
As we have seen in other data from him, Jake below is definitely caught 
up in his own personal frustrations with computer technology, characteristic of 
students in this study whose comments align them with the oppositional stance: 
No it is not that hard to do that, but past experiences sometimes leave a 
bad taste in your mouth. Meaning, I don't care much for computers. 
(Jake) 
From a permeable perspective, students in the negotiated stance reveal 
their ongoing efforts to try to deal productively with what they recognize as a 
difficiilt but important issue. These responses also indicate an awareness that 
how we think is very much socially constructed and is not a simplistic matter of 
whether computers are good, bad, or neutral. The student comments below 
reveal the level of insight these students bring to the challenge of grappling with 
why it is difficult but important to develop their critical computer literacy: 
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It is possible to think critically about the computer but it is difficult 
when everything you learn is how computers are going to be the thing 
of the future and that everything is done on computers. Children start 
school using computers to leam and to have fun. They are all growing 
up thinking that computers are the only way to live. (George) 
I think it's hard to think critically about computers because they have 
become part of our everyday society. They just seem to be there, 
another object we use everyday. . . . Most people see computers as 
something we must use, so we need to figure out the how. They don't 
think about the why because they are concerned about the how, at the 
fear of being left behind. And our generation was raised with 
computers so it's hard to think critically about something that has been 
used as a reward or prize for so many years. (Jared) 
The students below focus specifically on how developing critical computer 
literacy (indeed, critical literacy of any sort) reqmres a concerted effort and 
different, more advanced kind of thinking: 
Though we are asked to think critically about the computer, we have 
already formed a bias. . . I believe that in order to think in this way, you 
must be taught the ropes of thinking critically. (Arlene) 
Separating thought [in this way] requires the thinker to take a step back 
from the world directly in front of them and take a look back and a 
look forward. People are most used to dealing with the world directly in 
front of them and this is why thinking about computers and their effects is 
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not as easy a transition from thinking about how to use computers as one 
might think it should be. (Kirk) 
I think it is possible to think critically about computers in a person's 
environment but it takes extra effort and the individual has to be 
aware of the huge role that computers play. (Jess) 
. . .  w e  s e e m  t o  t h i n k  t h a t  a l l  t e c h n o l o g y  a d v a n c e s  o u r  w e l l - b e i n g  a n d  
makes our lives easier. But this is not always true. This fact comes 
about only through critical thinking. And with the frantic lifestyle 
many of us live, there is not time enough to think critically about 
technology and therefore come to the conclusion that: not all 
technology is good, it is not our duty to keep up, technology doesn't 
always better lives, there are problems with it. Therefore, I think that 
trying to think critically about the computer in an environment in 
which it is a part is possible, but not unbiased. (Wayne) 
. . .  I t  i s  p o s s i b l e  b u t  v e r y  u n n a t u r a l ,  f o r  m e  a t  l e a s t ,  t o  t h i n k  a b o u t  
computers critically in this setting (college). (Troy) 
It is notable that these students in the negotiated perspective, but not in 
the hegemonic or oppositional perspectives, recognize that thinking critically 
about computers is a deliberate and challenging process, but one which is 
important in the long run. Art's response, below, is fascinating because he 
unwittingly uses the Deweyan clothing analogy to explain why it's difficult to 
think critically about computers: 
217 
I don't think it is possible to think purely critically about the computer. 
The computer is so much a part of our everyday lives that we think of 
them as we think of clothes or cars, there is no debating^ no choice, they 
just are. They surround us and I do think that I can think critically 
about a computer, but I can think critically about clothes too, but even if I 
don't like them, society requires me to wear them. . . It's the same with 
computers. I don't think any of us can separate ourselves far enough from 
the computer to take a true overview of how they affect us. (Art) 
I do not think that you can critically talk about computers if your world 
revolves around one. But I still think that people can think about 
computers even if they are a part of everyday life, but not many people 
will. It is like the old saying, "Don't rock the boat... especially if you're 
in it.' (Bart) 
Both of the above participants, while they clearly understand the process and 
apparently even the potential value of thinking critically about digital 
technology, recognize that it is an effort that is daunting and intimidating to 
most people. This is, however, a contrast to students in the hegemonic 
perspective who do not believe in the value of critical computer literacy and in 
fact, whose responses often suggest that they don't understand it, in their 
confounding it with being able to use the computer; it also contrasts with 
students in the oppositional perspective who, because they are so resigned to and 
resentful about computer use as well as focused on personal frustrations with the 
computer, don't see the value of this kind of thinking. 
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Re-focusing and Re-thinking: The Effect of the Course on Participants' Thinking 
In the spring semester I added a fifth question in an attempt to get students 
to focus more carefully on a possible change in their thinking—or way of 
thinking—as a result of the course. Recall that this question was first raised in 
another form with students in Question #6 of the General Questionnaire; recall 
also that several students' responses to Questioris #4 and #5 on the General 
Questiormaire indicated they had done very little or no critical thinking about 
computers before the course, and in fact, several indicated they had done little 
critical thinking of any kind (indeed, there was some confusion about what 
constitutes critical thinking). Because the "looking at and through" process is 
only genuinely valuable to students if they are cognizant of and can articxilate 
what their thinking was and how it may have changed, I used this additional 
question on the Focused Questiormaire as part of the member checking process. 
In keeping with the conventions of critical qualitative research, students needed 
to have the opportunity to think about the degree to which they may have 
developed what Thomas (1993) calls the powerful tool of "new ways of thiriking 
[which] become implements by which we can act upon our world instead of 
passively being acted upon. . ." (p. 61). Thus I asked students in the second 
semester a two-part question; "A) What is one specific computer-related 
issue/idea about which you could say that you did not think critically before this 
class, but now you do? And B) What role, if any, has our class's use of 
technology ("looking at and through' computers) played in that change in your 
thinking? 
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Non-Permeable Perspectives 
Overview of Findings. In analyzing responses, I originally looked almost 
exclusively at the thinking of students who had taken a hegemonic or an 
oppositional position throughout the semester—at those in the non-permeable 
perspectives, in other words—to see if they manifested any kind of shifting or 
loosening of attitude, or conversely, a hardening of their original attitude—both 
results mentioned in the literatures of adult development and critical thinking 
in FY Comp as a potential outcome of asking students to distance themselves 
from their comfortable assumptions and examine them closely. As Table 6.4 
shows, there was some development of critical computer literacy—some 
development of a more permeable perspective—among students originally 
articulating a hardcore hegemonic or oppositional viewpoint. 
Table 6.4: Student perception of effect of course on thinking 
(re-focusing and re-thinking) 
No Change, or Change, or 
Hardening of Loosening of 
Perspective Perspective 
Hegemonic 52% 48% 
Oppositional 67% 33% 
No Change (Attitude Polarization). However, not all students in these 
two baseline perspectives articulated a change in thinking that would indicate 
development of critical computer literacy. As Qualley (1997) says, "thinking 
critically involves the ability to step outside of one position, not only for the 
purpose of entering and imderstanding and assessing another position, but also 
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for the purpose of seemg the original in a new or fuller way" (p. 23), and while 
the course concept of looking at and through digital technology clearly promoted 
this kind of heightened awareness of their interpretive subjectivities in many 
students, some students did not seem to end the semester with any more of a 
permeable perspective on digital technology than they began it. An example of a 
student who has apparently hardened her original position is Sandy, who 
expressed hegemonic attitudes from the beginning, in her technology narrative 
("We are on the cutting edge of technology and it can only get better. I think that 
it's exciting and wonderful . . ."), showed little evidence of understanding the 
ramifications of socioeconomic issues related to computer technology ('1 would 
strongly urge everyone to get a computer becaxise they would find out that they 
would use it daily"), insists she is not affected by cultural assimiptions about 
technology ("I don't really feel that I have been affected by cultural myths etc. 
because I don't let myself), and told me on a couple of occasions during the 
semester that she felt we were focusing too much on computers in the class ("We 
have done nothing all semester except talk about technology, i.e., computers, 
because we have them in our classrooms [using them as a "focus," not just an 
"aid"]). Sandy's response to the focused change-in-thinking question shows that 
she does not see the value of thinking critically about a computer-related issue, 
or indeed, about "any one particular subject" and that she does not feel it is 
important to do so ("I am not really concerned with that aspect of learning"): 
I cannot really say that I think too critically on any one particular 
subject, but that is because I am not really concerned with that aspect of 
learning ... I really don't think I have changed my thinking. I still 
believe that we need to use technology as an aid, not a focus ... (Sandy) 
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Sandy is an intelligent student who consistently did good work and earned 
a good grade in the class; I certainly do not believe she didn't "get it" because she 
wasn't bright enough. Rather, she seemed to consistently resist the process of 
"looking at" digital technology, preferring instead to continue with her 
comfortable habit of "looking through" it to the work she could do with it. 
Sandy's hegemonic perspective is one which definitely chafed under the process 
of attempting to develop critical computer literacy, to the point that she was 
somewhat impatient with me (and the authors in our texts) for asking her to 
think about the issues presented there. Her resistance to the "looking at" aspect 
of the class's generative theme echoes Palmer's (1983) description of students 
who are not open to considering other perspectives when those challenge their 
"Truth": ". . . if my private perceptions are the measure of truth, if my truth 
cannot be challenged or enlarged by another, I have merely foxmd one more way 
to objectify and to hold the other at arm's length, to avoid again the challenge of 
personal transformation" (qtd. in Qualley, 1997, p. 146). 
Ted is another student who expressed strongly hegemonic views 
throughout the semester. His technology narrative described the pervasive effect 
of computers on his life ("As far back as I can remember there has been 
computers in my life . . . Technology has not changed any one thing about my 
life but it has changed my whole life"). His response to whether he is affected by 
cultural myths was classically instrumental ("I believe that a computer will do 
whatever you want to do. A computer is neither good or bad. It is the operator 
that is either good or bad"). And he described the source of his agency (being "in 
control") with computers as due to "Me owning my own computer and having 
to keep upgrading it to keep it nmning well." Like Sandy, Ted tells me with no 
compunctions that he has not changed his thinking as a result of the course: 
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I still think about computers the same way that I used to. They are a 
tool to be used to help speed us up .. . [The class's use of technology] 
reinforced it [his thinking]. By using the computers in class I reinforced 
my ozvn ideals [sic?] in computers. (Ted) 
Like Sandy, Ted is a bright person. Although he did not become impatient or 
feel as seemingly threatened as Sandy did by the readings and assignments, he 
came into the class with such a strongly hegemonic view of computer 
technology, fueled primarily by his instrumental approach to the topic, that he 
seemed unable and unwilling to think about computers in any other way—even 
temporarily—and despite the mjniad opportimities for reflection, incorporated 
only those that "reinforced," as he says, his pre-existing attitude about this 
technology. 
Jay, a student who had voiced an oppositional stance toward computer 
technology from the beginning of the semester, also did not apparently loosen 
that position at all as a result of the critical thinking process of "looking at and 
through" computers. His oppositional view of technology was based heavily on 
his belief that computers separate and alienate people, interfering with and even 
precluding their interactions, a concern he first expressed in his technology 
narrative and repeated in all of the data collections subsequent to it. Recall that 
in his technology narrative (excerpted in Chapter Four) he shows the resentment 
characteristic of the oppositional position, as well as his more individual concern 
about what he perceives as the isolating effect of computers: 
Our culture says that computers are going to make our lives so much 
easier. We won't even have to leave our homes to buy groceries. This 
is not a positive effect of computers. People need to know how to 
interact with one another, not just machines ... We don't want to be 
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secluded in our houses for the rest of our lives sitting at a computer 
typing all day. (Jay) 
Notice that, like Sandy and Ted in the hegemonic perspective. Jay 
expresses himself in undifferentiated and totalizing language; he describes a 
possibly somewhat extreme and dramatic eventuality tempered with no middle 
ground. For students in the hegemonic or oppositional positions, then, this 
tendency to think of and articiilate their relationships with computer technology 
at one extreme of the continuum leads them to wholeheartedly embrace or reject 
this technology; in the case of the oppositional stance, however, since full-scale 
rejection is not realistic in our culture, the result is the characteristic attitudes of 
resignation and resentment. 
A few weeks later in the semester, in Jay's General Questiormaire, his 
responses continue to be dominated by his concern about the isolating effect of 
computers, noting that "everyone is stationed at a computer" and "I feel less 
cormected to others in the class because I can't see anyone from behind the 
computer screen." Clearly Jay did not perceive the supposed benefit of increased 
connectivity as a rationale for using computers in FY Comp as valid, even 
though many other students, even in the hegemonic and oppositional positions, 
mentioned Daedalus and our intensive use of small group work to be positive 
aspects of their experience. That Jay's response to Focus Question #5 is based 
arotmd his theme of isolation due to computers is not surprising and shows that 
he did not find a way during the semester to reconsider or ameliorate this 
concern: 
It [Using computers in the classroom] is a good way to leant about how 
to use computers, but I feel it is a bad way to learn other material. The 
students cannot interact like they would in a regular classroom ... I 
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don't like having computers in a classroom. In a classroom without 
computers you learn to know your classmates a lot better. .. we don't 
interact like we normally would in a class without computers. (Jay) 
Jay, also a bright student, seems to be another who had "made up his mind" 
before beginning the semester, taking the attitude that he had already done 
enough considering of this topic, that his opinion was fully and permanently 
formed, and therefore the semester's activities had little if any effect on his view. 
This 'Tm done" attitude is described by Perry (1981) as one of the ways in which 
college students can get waylaid—"deflect[ed] from growth" (p. 80)— along their 
developmental road to more mature thinking (p. 91). 
Boimded Change (Towards Critical Computer Literacy). Unlike Sandy, 
Ted, and Jay—whose views remained among the most entrenched of my 
participants—many students who expressed hegemonic or oppositional views 
early in the semester and even close to midterm professed some degree of change 
in their thinking about a computer-related issue, and they described that change 
as thinking critically (in the sense of being more reflective and differentiated in 
their thinking) about that particular issue when they hadn't done so before the 
class. Although most of these students expressed this as a bounded change in 
their thinking on one particular aspect of computer use and social effects rather 
than a global shift in their entire perspective on digital technology, some did 
write responses to Focus Question #5 which indicated they were indeed, by the 
end of the semester, moving toward another stance altogether on computer 
technology. Their responses show that they are adopting a more negotiated kind 
of thinking relative to this technology, moving beyond their former tendency to 
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either "push on blindly" in comfortable oneness with technology or to "rebel 
helplessly" with resignation and resentment. 
Among students taking an initially hegemonic stance towards digital 
technology and who mention in their responses to Question #5 on the Focused 
Questiormaire a specific computer-related issue or idea about which they did not 
think critically before the semester but did by the end are Darrell, Shawna, John, 
Patrick, and Warren. These topics range among three or four of the social effects 
of digital technology which the class considered, and the most frequently 
mentioned as having cavised some change in thinking are 1) how computer 
technology coupled with capitalism may exacerbate existing socioeconomic 
inequalities in our society, compoimding them by the technological "haves" and 
"have-nots"; 2) the potential overuse/misuse of computers in elementary 
schools; and 3) crimes on and general misuse of the internet. Darrell, for 
instance, stated enthusiastically in his technology narrative at the begiiming of 
the semester that technology "changes any person's life for the better," but by the 
end of the course believes his (hegemonic) thinking was affected by the first 
issue: 
Computers and socioeconomics [is an issue I now think critically about 
but didn't before the class]. I came from a relatively low-budget school 
district that did not have the capabilities to provide the entire school 
with good computer education. As I look back and talk to people who did 
have this opportunity in high school, I see that the people back home are 
the ones most likely to believe in the cultural myths about computers. 
The class has opened me up to a variety of new views and ideas on 
technology ... (Darrell) 
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Notice that, unlike Sandy, Ted, and Jay, Darrell was able and willing to "look 
back" and be "opened up to a variety of new views," and this seems to have 
come about primarily through a process of comparing those new views to his 
own experiences and seeing the ways in which his experiences may not have 
been reflected in the dominant discourse. 
Shawna, who expressed hegemonic attitudes from the begiruiing of the 
semester, mentions the potential for misuse of computers in elementary 
classrooms as an issue she is thinking more critically about by the end of the 
semester; 
Using computers in elementary classrooms [is an issue about which I 
now think more critically]. I thought this was a great idea, until I heard 
both sides of the issue and got different background on both sides. I 
still think it is a good idea, but it makes me think twice when I see a 
con essay about it. . . It [our class's use of technology] has made me look 
at computers with more of an open mind and not with such a 
'computers are great for everything' attitude. (Shawna) 
Like Darrell, Shawna's language in her response to the focused query shows she 
is able to do some reevaluation of the attitudes she came into the class with: 
"until I heard both sides of the issue and got different background on both ideas," 
"it makes me think twice," and "look . . . with more of an open mind." Rather 
than comparing these with her own experiences, as Darrell did, Shawna seems to 
have been exposed to material and to an approach to thinking about something 
which she didn't have before. The comments of both Darrell and Shawna clearly 
indicate the importance of exposing students to a variety of views in attempting 
to foster more sophisticated thinking, as scholars in the fields of critical thinking 
and FY Comp, adult development, and critical computer literacy tell us. 
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John, Patrick, and Warren, all of whom expressed hegemonic views early 
in the semester, say at the end that their thinking was affected by their reading on 
the topic of internet crime and censorship. The specific language in their 
responses that indicates both how and why their thinking changed on this 
particular computer-related issue is boldfaced below: 
Censorship of the internet is one of those issues [about which I did not 
think critically, but now I do]. Before I came in here I really didn't think 
much about it because I didn't think that it affected that many people. 
Now after researching about it I know it is a very big deal. (Tohn) 
I did not know that pirating information and software over the net cost 
companies so many millions of dollars. I think critically about that all the 
time now. It shocked me to hear the huge numbers of dollars that the 
companies were losing. (Patrick) 
Before this class I didn't realize how much fraud and scandal actually 
goes on in the world of computers. I knew there were hackers out 
there, but not the extent of what they are. It made me realize that 
computers aren't totally foolproof (Warren) 
There are also students who early in the semester took a hegemonic view 
of computer technology and by the end seemed to be describing a more global 
change in their thinking than simply a change in one computer-related issue. Ty 
is one of these students: 
I didn't really notice the myths that we all believed, because everyone 
just accepted them as realities. . . It [the class's use of technology— 
'looking at and through' it] has been the main reason I have changed my 
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thinking about computers. Without this class, I would still be 'in the 
dark.' (Ty) 
Student conunents like Ty's focus on the cultural assumptions and expectations 
about computer technology and suggest that, as a result of looking at and 
through this technology in FY Comp, they were most struck by how they had 
been affected by something they were not even aware of. 
Finally, a student who had taken an oppositional stance toward 
technology at the begiiming of the semester expresses much more critical 
computer literacy by the end. Laurie seems to be more aware that she has choices 
to make about computer technology and does not sound nearly as resentful and 
resigned as is characteristic of the oppositional position and indeed, as she did in 
her technology narrative at the beginning of the semester (see Qiapter Four): 
I think that it is definitely possible to think critically about the 
computer even if it is a large part of your life. I make choices everday 
about computers. Like is it worth my time to search the Web for 
sources for a paper, or should I type my rough draft or write 
it out in free hand. Although it is possible to think critically about 
technology when it is such a large part of everyone's lives I think that 
many people overlook the effects that it will actually have on our 
lives. . . I didn't even think about using technology very seriously or 
critically until this year at ISU. Sometimes I had questioned the use of 
computers and the Internet in high school because it seemed to be so 
slow or time consuming but there was always a cloud hanging over my 
head that this must be good, or the teacher wouldn't be making us do it 
during our precious class time. . . I can say that I myself think about 
technology critically almost everytime I use it and consider it 
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something that needs to be thought about, but I don't think that I ever 
would have if it weren't for the recent experiences I have had at ISU 
and in this English class. (Laurie) 
Laurie, like Darrell above, is undergoing the process not only of incorporating 
new information, but of comparing her past experiences to that new information 
and arriving at a new, more useful perspective on computer technology. Notice 
that she is not rejecting technology, but is making more of her own choices about 
it, by virtue of being more aware of cultural assumptions and of how to think 
critically. 
Permeable Perspective 
Having seen these primarily bounded changes in thinking about the 
computer articulated by students who had originally expressed thinking 
characteristic of a hegemonic or oposititonal stance, I then looked at the end-of-
semester thinking of students who seemed to have manifested more negotiated, 
flexible thinking about computer technology throughout the course. These 
students articulated in their responses to the Focused Questionnaire in general 
and to Question #5 in particular thinking which definitely suggests some ability 
to describe system relatioris, an ability which is a desired outcome of a critical 
qualitative research project and also shows the development of more 
sophisticated thinking in general on the part of some of these first-year students. 
Specifically, the end-of-project thinking of students who had demonstrated a 
more negotiated stance on digital technology throughout the semester contrasts 
in an important way (in a way that indicates the development of critical 
computer literacy and critical literacy in general) with the end-of-semester 
230 
thinking of students who continued with hegemonic or oppositional attitudes or 
whose end-of-semester comments suggested only a boimded change in their 
thinking about technology. 
Awareness of System Relations ("Circuit of Cultural Production"). Even 
though many of the students whose baseline technology narratives revealed 
hegemonic or oppositional thinking did show some loosening, or shifting, in 
their thinking about technology and its effects by the end of the semester toward 
a kind of thinking that is certainly closer to what we might call critical computer 
literacy, also as indicated above, this change most often concerned one area only 
of the many social effects of digital technology they explored during the semester 
(a bounded change, in other words). This implies that, for the most part, these 
students are still unable to be intentional about or even always to notice the 
relationship between the cultural messages about digital technology and their 
thinking about these effects. This is evident in the perceptions of those students 
who, for instance, continue to insist that, while there may be some serious ill 
effects of computer technology and that as often as not these take the form of 
imequal access to and therefore benefit from technology, still we have no choice 
but to accept this as part of "progress" and that we must focus instead on the 
salutary effects of technology, rather than worry otirselves about that which we 
supposedly can do nothing. Evidence of becoming aware of and experiencing 
some agency (intentionality) in the relationship between cultural messages, 
cultural products, and one's resulting thinking can be seen, however, when 
student comments reveal their thinking about what R. Johnson (1983, in 
Carspecken & Apple, 1992) calls the "circuit of cultmal production" and 
specifically that they are thinking about the four elements of that "circuit" and 
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their interrelationships, as described below by R. Johnson. This awareness is also 
the kind of awareness (the "think[ing] seriously about. . . the mechanisms 
through which certain groups assert their visions, beliefs, and practices") that 
Carspecken and Apple (1992) are referring to in the excerpt quoted above. 
The circuit of cultural production, as a particular way of characterizing a 
system relationship, is useful to this study's conclusions because it deals with the 
"complex flows of money, information, consimier products, and other cultural 
items in society . . . the societal-wide patterns of distribution and impact of 
various cultural forms" (Carspecken & Apple, 1992, pp. 537, 539). As part of the 
"circuit," my students have appropriated in various ways (hegemonically, 
oppositionally, or in a negotiated manner) the cultural product of the computer, 
and their growing awareness of this appropriation as well as of its implicit and 
explicit meanings for them is at the. center of their development of critical 
computer literacy. The circuit starts with the origins of the cultural product (the 
computer) itself and culminates in its use ("take-up") by a cultural group. 
Awareness of the ciroiit allows the qualitative researcher and his/her 
participants to think about "the cultural and economic interests of those who 
produce the cultural item [in an effort to] . . . understand why such products exist 
and carry some of their messages" (Carspecken & Apple, 1992, p. 540). The 
circuit is also studied from the perspective of the group's interpretation of it— 
their "readings" of the product —how they view it and its impact on them 
(Carspecken & Apple, 1992, p. 540). Thus, participants who are able to do this as 
an outcome of a critical qualitative research project are describing system 
relations. 
The four basic elements of the circuit, which translate into questions a 
qualitative research project like this one asks (and which my participants were 
232 
therefore grappling with implicitly and explicitly throughout the semester) are 
these: "(1) where do cultural themes [the three cultural myths, in this study] 
come from, (2) what possible meanings do they bear, (3) how do the subjects of 
study interpret the meanings, and (4) in what ways do these interpretations affect 
the daily lives and routines of the people being studied" (Carspecken & Apple, 
1992, pp. 539-540, emphasis in original). That my students who demonstrated 
more flexible, reflective thinking about computer technology were considering 
these issues by the end of the semester and therefore beginning to decribe system 
relations, one of the final and more sophisticated stages of a qualitative research 
project, is evident in the comments of some of the students who participated in 
the Focus-Group Interviews and in dialogue with others at this same level of 
development of critical computer literacy and with me. 
For instance, one focus group made up of six students whose remarks 
throughout the semester were most characteristic of a negotiated perspective on 
technology probed more deeply in dialog with each other and with me the issue 
of what happens, in their experience, to the development of critical computer 
literacy in education: 
Gretchen: I think it would be easier [developing critical computer 
literacy] if we didn't have to use computers every day. I mean, there's 
hardly any assignments you can't do—like when they say, 'make a 
graph,' they don't just mean get graph paper and make a graph. They 
mean sit down at the computer. So it would be a lot easier to think 
critically about it if you didn 't have to use it every day. 
Barb: Right. So it's just pressing on you so much that. . . 
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Gretchen: Right. And like the internet and everything else. That's 
how they want you to do your research and find lecture notes, and 
everything else . . . 
Barb: So do you think it's possible to think critically about technology, or is 
the how-to part pushed so much that you really don't have time to stop 
and think about it? 
Marie: It's probably possible, but I feel like there's not much point in 
thinking critically about it, because it's just becoming a way of life— you 
might as well just leam how to use it instead of trying to think about it 
a lot. 
Ben: I think the focus is, on learning how to use it. . . And I mean, if 
you think critically about it and decide "I don't want to leam how to 
use it" you're going to be lost. 
Barb: Well, yeah, and you probably couldn't come down to that kind of 
a conclusion. . . 
Karen: Well, I think that computers are definitely a socially constructed 
kind of thing. So when you think about it, the very newest part of the 
computer—we [at the university] can access them and find the up-to-
date stuff. But I know in agriculture, a lot of the community has been 
held back because the big industry has the up-to-date materials and 
some of these family farms, they're lucky if they even have a 
computer. [Mentions her dad who just bought a '94 computer but it 
has no internet access so it's basically of no use to him; it's just 'a big 
paperweight.']. . . 
Ben: I think that education and industry really push technology, and it's 
getting stronger and stronger every year. . . 
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Gretchen: The people who are using the computers so heavily for 
class, they're not thinking critically about it .. . 
Marie: And they're starting them younger and younger. I mean like 
I'm in early childhood education and they're pushing that we know 
things so that we can make programs for our kindergartners. And I'm 
thinking, like. . . [facial expression and gesture of amazement and 
exasperation}. 
Barb: Used to be that you'd make bulletin boards. 
Marie: Right! And shouldn't they be able to write their name or 
something before they're doing this stuff? 
Gretchen: And no problem-solving because if you 're on a computer, 
you don't really have to think about—well, you can just look it up on the 
internet. 
Marie: The only problem would be how to fix it. 
Gretchen: Right, right. 
These students' experiences lead them to conclude that, to the extent that digital 
technology pervades their lives and fomns a background of assumptions, 
particxilarly in the classroom, it also precludes, or makes much more difficult, 
their thinking critically about it. The comments above show that these students 
are able to separate and discuss the instrumental and substantive ways of 
thinking about computers, and significantly, to acknowledge the importance of 
developing their critical computer literacy, despite the difficulty of doing so. This 
is a contrast to the end-of-semester thinking of students in the hegemonic or 
oppositional perspectives, representative remarks of whom we have seen above. 
In another focus-group interview, also comprising six participants who 
took a negotiated stance toward digital technology throughout the semester. 
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many of the same concerns are voiced in the portion of transcript below in 
response to my query about the possibility of developing critical computer 
literacy when we are surrounded by an environment demanding the use of this 
technology: 
Barb: Anrf yet .. . compiiters-and-composition specialists tell lis .. . that 
if we're going to use computers in the classroom, you can't just focus on 
how-to stuff; you have to talk about it and focus on some of the effects of 
technology. And not just put it in there as if it is a completely neutral tool. 
So I'm wondering—what are your feelings? Do you feel, and not just in 
our class, that you're so surrounded and pressed on by technology that you 
really can't get away from it enough to think critically about it? 
Eve: I think that's true, because I think that a lot of the people in the 
class don't feel completely comfortable with computers. And you're 
thinking, 'I've got to get this down, figure out to do it, and get all the 
parts of the job done—print it out, or put it in the dropbox,' or whatever 
you have to do. And you're not thinking, 'Well now, why am I using 
this computer? And what's it doing for me?' You don't really have 
time to do that when you're writing a paper or doing an assignment in 
class. . . 
Nina: I think that you use them so much, and you have to use 
technology so much that you have to get used to it and figure out how 
to use, that it takes up your time using it and figuring it out, that you 
really don't have time to think about it. You use it everywhere: at 
work and in your classes—everyday . . . 
Charles: . . .  I  t h i n k  i t ' s  j u s t  s o r t  o f  l i k e  a n  a c c e s s o r y ,  t h a t ,  s i n c e  w e  h a v e  
the ability to do it, why not do it? Why, if the technology is there. 
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would we just leave it? And it's kind of like the university is just 
expecting us to take full advantage of that which they give us, or 
whatever, and in some cases it really limits us to what we can do in the 
class. 
Barb: OK, but how do you think it limits us? In class discussion? Or 
what? 
Charles: Yeah. Well, in my last year of English, Senior English, our 
whole class was group discussion class. And we'd read five essays a 
night, and we'd come to class the next day and zue'd talk about them 
with the whole class. And so coming from that to this, it's like a total 
culture shock . . . And I don't know. I think you leam a lot more about 
people and a lot more about ways to approach people when you're in a 
group discussion class. And when you're in a computer lab you leam 
about how you can use technology to win your way over people, 
somehow, rather than just the personal approach to them. 
The students in this focus-group discussion make two interesting points 
rather forcefully. The first is in the exchange between Eve and Nina, where the 
theme is that there is not time to both leam the "how-to" and to develop one's 
critical computer literacy in most educational settings. The instrumental 
concern of "how-to" always seems, to these students, to overpower the more 
substantive issues of "why." Charles' comments follow up on this thread of 
conversation and he points out, that in his view, the imiversity wants students 
to see the computer strictly as an "accessory" which is to be taken advantage of 
with no questioning. Notice again that these students show an obvious 
awareness of and ability to talk about the difference between the instrumental 
and substantive approaches to thii\king about digital technology. As Charles 
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says, the dominant thinking is, "Since we have the ability to do it, why not do it? 
Why, if the technology is there, would we just leave it?" even though, as he goes 
on to assert,"... in some cases it really limits us to what we can do in the class," 
limitations which he describes as striking him as a "total ailture shock." 
In a further interesting comment, Qiarles reveals his belief that one of the 
substantive effects of using the computer can be to dominate people ("to win 
your way over people, somehow"). His comment here inadvertently echoes the 
assertion of Carspecken and Apple (1992) above about the "mechanisms through 
which certain groups assert their visions, beliefs, and practices" (p. 509). Charles 
is working towards the recognition of some of "the structiiral sources of 
differential power" and is clearly seeing "education as a cultural and social 
process" (Carspecken & Apple, 1992, p. 509). 
Finally, a focus group from the second semester showed significant 
developing ability to engage in the describing system relations part of the project, 
making connections beyond their immediate classroom environment, and even 
to some extent, going beyond describing system relations to using system 
relations as explanation of findings: 
Vernon: A lot of the push for the new technologies is eveybody's main 
goal of efficiency, 0% waste, and you see that in automobiles, you see 
that in industry. You see the waste going down and the efficiencies 
going up, and you see that on a day-to-day basis sometimes the computer 
can outrun someone standing at the machine and doing the job. But you 
don't get the ideal craftsmanship, supposedly, in an automobile that's 
made by robots than you do people (because people can stop the line and 
say, 'hey, this is not right' and someone can come and check it). The robot 
just knows 'I have to do this, I have to do this.' 
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Walt: fust by set parameters. 
Barb: . . . computers were of course originally designed for uses in the 
military and business and so then to sort of transfer them into 
education. . I mean, I don't know, is our goal in education to have no 
waste, to be efficient, to be. . .? 
Henry: It seems like everything here is wanting to produce more and 
more. I mean you want to produce quality students that leam more 
and more, I mean, and really, you think about a lot of the stuff you 
leam and we don't leam it. . . I mean, I know that as soon as I get done 
with a class, it's gone, [laugh] So I think they're getting away from the 
human part of it. I mean, what is a job anyway? To produce more and 
more. Well, why? So you can produce more. If you think about it that 
way. So you can drive farther, and get to your jobs and produce more. So 
you can get on the computer and be faster and easier. And easy, easy, easy. 
And I don't know. I just think that it's getting ahead of itself, anyway . .. 
You're getting away from 'human,' in a way . . . Everything is like 
technology is taking over now because it creates itself now. I mean, you 
have to put an input into it, but technology is so high that it can create 
more technology. People are kind of getting lazy because technology's 
here and people are kind of getting lax. It gets easier and easier. I've seen 
that before, where people are just brilliant on the computer but you have 
them sit down and do something in the real world, and they have no idea 
what to do. 
Barb: Sometimes people talk about 'they'—like there's this group of 
people who are developing technology and watching over it and 
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making sure it gets used wisely and good decisions get made about it. 
Someone else is responsible; all we can do is try to keep up. 
Why do you think we don't think of ourselves as 'they'? Why do we 
not see ourselves as having anything to do with decision-making? 
Tyler: That's kind of the way capitalism has gone since the beginning. 
Like industry [we are removed from our labor] we go to work in 
factories, but don't associate ourselves with 'they.' We tend to forget 
that we are a part of technology. Kind of like a scientist studying 
something. That person is already affecting the environment just by 
being a part of it. Just by being in a society that uses technology, we're 
part of it and we're affecting it. But especially in our society, people like 
to feel individualistic, and being an individual is highly valued, and 
that's the way they separate themselves. 
Barb: Yeah, and being competitive. 
Tyler: Yeah. 
Barb: And all that of course fits in with capitalism and also with 
technology very well. That feeling of, 'There's no reason why you 
can't keep up. If you just try hard enough you'll understand 
computers.' Except there are people who can't keep up because they 
don't have enough money, or whatever. Does what Tyler's saying 
make sense to you, Trudy? 
Trudy: Yeah. I just think that people don't ever want to see it 
themselves—anything negative. 
Barb: We are part of the process, but we don't see ourselves as affecting 
that. 
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The students engaging in this conversation were making meaningful 
connections between the various elements in the circuit of cultural production 
of digital technology; they were "thinking relationally" (Carspecken & Apple, 
1992, p. 549)—a hallmark of critical literacy. Vernon, Walt, Henry, and Tyler 
identify the source of the "push" for technology as industry (capitalism, in a 
larger sense) but also recognize that its ostensible purposes (efficiency, less waste, 
ease) are not always appropriate for all of its various applications—the ways in 
which digital technology has now been taken up by various groups and interests 
in our culture. Further, these students' comments show that they are now 
thinking about how the cultural messages carried by computer technology 
resonate with and are exacerbated by some existing cultiural themes: those 
lauding individualism and competition, for instance. 
These students' conversation reveals, however, that even with this very 
sophisticated awareness of the circuit of cultural production, they still don't see 
themselves as having much agency, although they are at least able to think about 
the idea of agency—or lack thereof—and to speculate on why they feel little control 
even while being aware of the circuit of which they are a part. Henry describes 
the circuit of cultural production of computer technology as being almost 
completely out of our control ("it's getting ahead of itself . . . technology is taking 
over now because it creates itself now") and sees this as creating a condition 
characterized by the reduced influence of humanity and the reduction of our 
own basic abilities. Tyler, on the other hand, explains this condition of lack of 
involvement in technological decision-making as more of a careless or deliberate 
oversight on our part, and not strictly caused by the nature of technology itself. 
He says we "don't associate ourselves with 'they'. . . [and w]e tend to forget that 
we are a part of technology." Unlike Henry, Tyler does believe we have 
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influence ('7ust by being in a society that uses technology, we're part of it and 
we're affecting it") but our cultural values (individualism, competitiveness) 
encourage us to "separate [ourjselves" from a feeling of connectedness with the 
circuit. Perhaps this is because, as Trudy says, we don't want to see ourselves as 
part of anything "negative." 
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSIONS 
Everyone in authority tells me that computers are the way of the future 
and I have come to believe that. (FY Comp Student) 
Interests may be defined as the socially constructed means through 
which needs and desires are pursued or secured. . . people will have 
various degrees of awareness of their full interests. (Carspecken & 
Apple, 1992, p. 543 & p. 546, emphasis in original) 
As described in the first three chapters of this paper, the goal of critical 
computer literacy is to help students to see that it's not a matter of what is or is 
not the "way of the future"; the issue is what are we going to do as human beings 
with some self-determination to cope with and incorporate that future into our 
lives in a way that does not merely unquestioningly reproduce the "patterns of 
unequal benefits and losses that organize societies like our own" (Carspecken & 
Apple, 1992, p. 508). Thomas (1993) characterizes critical qualitative research as 
looking more closely at those "well-documented problems that alert critical 
thinkers that cultural forces may shape both the conditions and social responses 
that disadvantage some groups more than others" (p. 33). While critical 
researchers acknowledge that schools are "imder considerable pressure to 
perform vital 'functions' for larger political economy," they also recognize that 
"people are not simply carriers of external sets of determinations. They have 
agency. Schools can be and are arenas in which alternative . . . cultural practices 
evolve" (Carspecken & Apple, 1992, p. 510). This chapter stimmarizes the ways 
in which this study is germane to our continued teaching of FY Comp and other 
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subjects in a heavily computer-assisted envirorunent. Chapter Seven examines 
how this study accomplished the traditional goals of critical qualitative research, 
and contextualizes some of those effects in the more familiar terms of 
assimilation and accommodation. This chapter also suggests some implications 
of this study for further research. 
The issue at the center of this study does not reqiiire a denial that 
computers are a part of modem life or ask participants to somehow reject them. 
Rather, the study's premise of using the computer both as content and as means 
in FY Comp was an effort to assist students to imderstand that, while computers 
are part of the cultural landscape and are used pervasively, they are not 
unproblematic and cannot be embraced without some careful thought. This 
careful thought was sturmingly lacking in my first-year students when they 
began their college experience, and certainly this has implicatioris for how we 
might proceed as we continue to integrate the computer with education. That 
the use of digital technology does carry with it the patterns, forms of thinking, 
assxmiptions, and ways of mediating reality "that reflect our society and its 
ideologies, our educational system and its values" (Selfe & Hilligoss, 1994, p. 1) 
was obviously not something the majority of my students had thought about at 
the beginning of the semester, and indeed, few saw any compelling reason to 
think about it at all. However, although many students early in the semester 
saw computer technology not as something to "engage" but that just "is," by the 
end of the semester, as a result of the opportimities to reflect and to become 
technology critics, many students were developing more complex thinking about 
technology, as evidenced by the ability of some participants toward the end of 
their 105 semester to describe system relationships. 
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No experience is inherently liberating without concomitant development 
of critical distance on it; thus, my students, to achieve the optimum outcome of 
looking at and through the computer, needed not only to look at it but to be able 
to reflect carefully and deeply on what they were discovering in that process. 
Even though we can't ever transcend our cultural situatedness, with no 
knowledge of it and its tremendous and sometimes insidious influence on us, 
we are indeed completely determined by it. The same applies to our relationship 
with digital technology. As Habermas says, without critical imderstanding about 
technology we are consigned either to push on blindly with it (hegemonic stance) 
or to rebel helplessly against it (oppositional stance), and I based this study on my 
belief that FY Comp can and should be a place where students begin to find a way 
out of, or avoid, that kind of cul-de-sac (by learning more flexible, negotiated 
stances or permeable ways of thinking about issues). Steiner (1994), as quoted in 
Chapter One, asserts that this critical understanding is a cornerstone of 
democratic education, freeing students from "mindless productivity or a life of 
politically acquiescent technological contributions" to "negotiate and shape a 
considered life" (pp. 23-24). Part of acquiring, or further developing, this more 
flexible, negotiated perspective on digital technology in this project, as in any 
critical qualitative research project, meant that my participants and I had to, both 
implicitly and explicitly come to greater awareness about the effects of what 
Carspecken and Apple (1992) call "cultural power"; this project therefore 
attempted to determine the extent to which this approach (using the computer as 
both subject and vehicle/tool) allowed my participants and me to "discover. . . 
the ways in which entire classes of people experience a mismatch between 
subjective and intersubjective realms" (p. 527)~between what they believe they 
ought to be experiencing (based on society's norms and expectations and their 
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interactions with others) and what they are in fact experiencing, in this case, 
relative to digital technology. This mismatch and the way my participants 
perceive it also certainly have implications for how we use this technology in 
education and, in a larger sense, how and why we encourage students to develop 
their critical literacy. 
As we continue to teach university composition classes in computer labs, 
we must look carefully at what we are teaching and the assumptions we 
ourselves may be accepting and perpetuating. Clearly, we must also look at how 
we are developing all-important critical computer literacy in our students. How 
can we more systematically and successfully move students from less useful 
hegemonic and oppositional positions to those which show more nuanced and 
effective thinking? If we prepare students to be only passive consumers of 
technology and receivers of the disabling assiimptions that accompany its 
influences in our culture, we cannot be said to be accomplishing the goals 
traditionally assigned to composition instructors in liberal arts schools, nor are 
we assisting students in their development into adults able to understand and 
make meaning within the complex conditions of their lives—able to "negotiate 
and shape a considered life" for themselves. Thus, the implications of this study 
easily extend beyond work with students' attitudes about computer technology to 
their thinking about a host of complicated social issues with which their lives 
will inevitably be intertwined as they proceed through their academic lives and 
enter their professional and adult lives. 
Assisting first-year students to "negotiate and shape a considered life" 
(Steiner, 1994, p. 24) is no small task. For instance, how we can teach students to 
think critically about digital technology when we have created and imposed an 
environment from the beginning of their lives and their educational experiences 
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in which they are made to believe all the technology assumptions (as students in 
this study pervasively report in their technology narratives)? Spiro (1980) points 
out that it is cognitive change—cognitive reorganization or conceptual change-
that marks the critically educated person: "Arguably, a more interesting kind of 
learning in the educational process involves the radical restructuring of existing 
knowledge as a result of encoimtering new information, what might be called 
conceptual change" (p. 271). This is the critical qualitative research project's goal 
of re-thinking comfortable thoughts, but how can we expect students to suddenly 
become skeptical, selective, and perspicacious about the conditions of their lives 
once they reach college, even though they are still submerged in an 
environment that allows and even encourages assimilation and accommodation 
rather than cognitive reorganization? (Vosniadou & Brewer, 1987). Recalling 
that Chickering and Reisser (1993) characterize important learning/development 
as comprising a cyclical movement of shifts precipitated by a challenge or 
contradiction and ending with the student's more differentiated and integrated 
response, this study's methodology was designed to promote that re-thinking of 
comfortable thoughts by providing occasions to override the prevailing 
assumptions or to reveal mismatches between the strong cultural messages in 
which these students are steeped and to which they cling and the actual realities 
of some of their experiences with computer technology. 
As described in Chapter One (Borgmann, 1984; Bowers, 1988; Feenberg, 
1991) and reflected in the Carspecken & Apple quotation forming an epigraph to 
this chapter, because our first-year students come to us so strongly influenced by 
prevailing hegemonic discourses yet believing themselves to be completely 
autonomous, they do not see their constructedness. Students are told from their 
grade school days by teachers, parents, and other cultural "messengers," that they 
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have to know about computer technology to get a job and to avoid being 
generally "left behind." They therefore relate feelings of inadequacy as college 
students if their families didn't always have the latest in computer equipment 
and blame parents and their early schooling if they feel "behind" now. But they 
are generally not able to see these messages and their resulting feelings as part of 
broader societal influences; they generally do not see or acknowledge the cultural 
messages nor their implicit marriage with capitalism and consumerism. The fact 
of this connection is not in itself part of the questioning, nor is there an attempt 
on the part of the critical qualitative researcher to encourage participants to 
develop negative attitudes about any of these components (technology, 
consimierism, or capitalism), but the imderstandrng of the relationship among 
the three is central to the development of, in the case of this study, students' 
critical computer literacy. Developing this awareness constitutes, in the fullest 
sense, "describing system relations," ultimately requiring students to, in addition 
to developing the kind of boimded critical computer literacy described in Chapter 
Six, develop an attendant and more meaningful recognition that 
[e]ducation does not stand alone, a neutral instrumentality somehow 
above the ideological conflicts of the society. Rather, it is deeply 
implicated in the formation of the unequal cultural, economic, and 
political relations that dominate our society. Education has been a 
major arena in which dominance is reproduced and contested, in 
which hegemony is partly formed and partly fractured in the creation of 
the common sense of a people. Thus, to think seriously about education 
... is also to think seriously about power, about the mechanisms through 
which certain groups assert their visions, beliefs, and practices. While 
education is not totally reducible to the political, not to deal with the 
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structural sources of differential power is not to deal with education as a 
cultural and social process as well. (Carspecken & Apple, 1992, p. 509) 
Because of the cognitive maturity combined with entrenched hegemonic 
and oppositional attitudes of many of my participants, reaching the final two 
stages of a critical qualitative research project—in this study, the ability to at least 
partially conceive of digital technology as one of the "mechanisms through 
which certain groups assert their vision, beliefs, and practices" (Carspecken & 
Apple, 1992, p. 509)—is not an entirely realistic outcome. However, while it may 
be a daunting proposition to sit entering college students down in front of 
computers in First-Year Composition and attempt to develop any part of their 
critical computer literacy, it is one with which this study realized some 
significant success. My participants were brought into contact with what was to 
most of them new information about computer technology—information which 
to varying degrees challenged and even upended their existing perspectives on 
the topic, as Chapters Four through Six of this study reveal. This also permitted 
me as the researcher, as well as some few of the participants, to undertake the 
"using system relations as an explanation of findings" aspect of a critical 
qualitative research project. 
Assimilation. Accommodation, and Modest Re-thinking 
of Comfortable Thoughts 
We can form some useful parallels between what happened to my first-
year students in this study where they were confronted with new information 
about computer technology and asked to reflect upon it and this technology's 
cumulative, if heretofore unremarked, influence on their lives and the more 
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familiar processes of assimilation and accommodation (Piaget in Vosniadou & 
Brewer, 1987, p. 51). As described in Chapter Two, when students assimilate 
information that is threatening in some way to their previous worldviews, 
rather than progressing cognitively to a more complex and ultimately useful 
perspective, they process new information so that it better fits with their 
comfortable prior knowledge, thereby avoiding restructuring that worldview and 
avoiding the uncomfortable dissonance as well. This most obviously happened 
in this study with students displaying hegemonic perspectives about technology. 
These students also manifested the characteristic "intellectual imperialism," 
described in Chapter Two: they were consistently unwilling or imable to imagine 
worldviews other than their own (Basseches, 1984, p. 11), dismissing them, 
sometimes summarily. Recall the comments of Sandy, for instance. 
When students accommodate new information, such as that which they 
encountered about digital technology in my sections of English 105, while they 
may do some re-thinking of their existing knowledge to accommodate the new 
information, this reorganization is not a deep restructuring and does not signal a 
qualitatively different way of thinking about the topic nor indeed, about new and 
challenging ideas in general. In this study, accommodation is most evident in 
the thinking of students taking an oppositional perspective on technology. They 
modified their initially positive views of technology long ago—before they got to 
my class—almost without exception as a result of one or more personally 
frustrating and disappointing experiences with computer technology and now 
believe, with a characteristic attitude of resignation as they progress through 
English 105, that their view is imfortunately correct and just has to be accepted. 
Jay represents this way of approaching the issue of this technology. In both cases 
above—students whose comments would seem to represent the assimilation of 
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the new information and those whose comments seem to represent its 
accommodation—there is clearly evidence, especially early in the semester, of the 
attitude polarization described by Lord, Ross, & Lepper (1979) in Chapter Two; my 
students subscribing to hegemonic or oppositional views clearly manifested the 
finding of Alexander and Dochy (1994) that undergraduates often think it 
demor\strates strength of character to approach new and challenging material 
aggressively rather than cooperatively—defensively, rather than with the 
willingness to examine it and "try out" new perspectives, even temporarily (p. 
241). 
How might students get to this more "cooperative" (permeable) stance— 
what, in terms of this study, could be referred to as a negotiated perspective? 
Recall that Perry's scheme (1981), described in Chapter Two supports his and 
others' assertion that the interesting transformations on the way to this 
cooperative, more permeable and negotiated stance are in the transitions 
between the stages. Students whose thinking has, in their own perceptions, 
undergone a shift (one they can describe and reflect on) from a non- or less-
permeable (non-critical) to more permeable or permeable (critical) perspective 
are not coincidentally those students who are individually able to examine the 
development of their attitude toward digital technology over their lifetimes as a 
function of a series of interactions between personal experiences and societally 
engendered and imposed expectations. They don't see their perspectives about 
this technology at this jimcture, then, as either self-evidentially right or the 
obvious "Truth" about the subject that need not be questioned or even thought 
about, nor do they see them as a non-malleable, non-contingent status quo that, 
having been arrived at, will now stand them in good stead forever. 
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Implications for Further Research 
As students loosen their hold on a familiar perspective (in this study, a 
hegemoruc or an oppositional technology perspective) and begin to move "from 
a familiar pattern of meanings that ha[s] failed them to a new vision that 
promise[s] to make sense of their broadening experience, while it also threaten[s] 
them with unanticipated implications for their selfhood and their lives" (p. 78), 
we can see what Perry refers to as "drama" and that in large measure this drama 
develops from having other views readily available for them to bump up against 
in the classroom. Benack (1984) describes the benefit of being exposed to other 
views as important to the development of a more cognitively mature 
worldview, and says it is characterized by a "greater ability to empathically 
understand the inner experience of others," adding that, paradoxically, ". . . the 
differentness between people's perspectives is made more prominent. [But tjhe 
sharpness of the moral distinctions between people is softened. . . one becomes 
both more aware of people's differences and less bothered by them" (p. 347). The 
social complements the cognitive here as students, in their growing ability to 
take others' perspectives, also perceive that whatever their individual, formative 
experiences with the world have been, these are not common to everyone, 
indeed not even to everyone in the same classroom. As alluded to above, a 
critical turning point in students' thirUdng as a result of this approach is the 
acknowledgment of the influence of their particular "lenses" (to use an old but 
apt metaphor) or Qualley's (1997) "frames of reference" (p. 151). In other words, 
students not only come to recognize that they view the world, react to it, and 
make meaning from it through the filters of their individual perspectives, but 
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that others do the same; and that their meaning perspectives are just as natural 
and valid for them. 
It would therefore seem clear, both from my participants' responses and 
from what we know about the importance of cross-fertilization of varied 
perspectives, that if we are going to teach First-Year Composition in a computer-
intensive environment, we need to ensure that envirortment is physically 
conducive to small- and large-group settings, as well as that the networked 
capability of the computers remains functional. Given the number of 
complaints my participants voiced about not being able to easily interact with 
each other in a conventional way (to see each other aroimd the computers and to 
move their chairs to form small groups), it would seem to be a necessary 
component of computer-inter\sive pedagogy to have a "breakout" space/room 
where discussion can take place for some of the students away from the 
computers. This kind of arrangement coupled with the constant exposure to 
viewpoints that are not hegemonic—which articulate alternative stances to the 
mainstream cultural discourse on computer technology as well as give students 
the chance to measure their own technology narratives against the culturally 
promoted narrative—emerge from this study as requirements for creating the 
conditions in which students can develop their critical computer literacy. It 
would be useful to conduct a study similar to this in a computer-intensive FY 
Comp class where the networking capabilities of this technology were more 
highly developed and dependable and also where the students were able to 
interact more easily with each other without either the virtual or physical 
intrusion of the computer. A study of this nature might tell us something more 
about just how central to the development of critical computer literacy the 
element of "connectivity" is, as well as how it might be most optimally 
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integrated into the "looking at and through" process to best achieve the re­
thinking of comfortable thoughts this project strove for. 
Another interesting possibility for further research is to look at the extent 
to which the various technology perspectives are associated with particular 
majors/fields of study; this project looked at the perspectives almost entirely as a 
function of the students' individual formative experiences with computer 
technology as recoimted by each in his/her technology narrative. To the extent 
that varioi;is technology perspectives might be foimd to be linked with particular 
majors, the relative numbers of hegemonic, oppositional, and negotiated 
perspectives might vary in different university environments with different 
institutional emphases. For instance, Iowa State University has strong science, 
engineering, agriculture, and business reputations. In the 1996-1997 academic 
year (the year just before my data were collected from first-year students), more 
engineering degrees than any other degrees were awarded, followed by business 
degrees and degress in agriculture. Recall from Chapter Three that my study's 
participants represented agriculture, engineering, and business in the highest 
numbers. A further study conducted at an institution with different emphases, 
and which therefore might be assumed to attract a different population of 
students, may reveal a different pattern of existing attitudes in participants and 
also a different pattern associated with the re-thinking process. However, the 
enormous and irisidious effect of society's attitudes toward computer technology 
cannot be discoimted and clearly cross interest and disciplinary boundaries. 
Another interesting possibility for further research is to bring the "looking 
at and through" digital technology into the training of teaching assistants in the 
English Department. TAs undergo a semester of study and observation before 
going into the FY Comp classroom in the second semester, and part of their 
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preparation includes much "how-to" in the computer-intensive or computer-
enhanced FY Comp classroom. To the extent that TAs are also susceptible to 
cultural assumptions about computer technology, assisting them to develop 
their critical computer literacy would theoretically bring a potentially different 
emphasis to their teaching in their settings. It would also be instructive to leam 
just how developed these graduate students' critical literacy (and specifically 
critical computer literacy is) in comparison to their students'. Such a comparison 
would shed some light on how much the development of critical literacy 
(computer, or otherwise) is a function of one's level of development and 
educational attainment, and to what extent it is a ftmction of our immersion in 
cultiiral messages and expectations. 
Rather than imdertaking an entirely different study, one could also 
approach these data with the intent, not of looking at the aggregate experiences of 
FY Comp students, but of looking more closely (in case-study maimer) at the 
development or lack of development of critical computer literacy in just one 
student over the course of a semester in FY Comp. Such an endeavor was 
suggested and done somewhat superficially in Chapter Six when the comments 
of three or four students were examined as they represented "longitudinal" 
movement through the semester and the three major data collection episodes. 
Such an effort would require more and more intensive data collection as the 
research attempted to trace even more closely how and why the individual's 
thinking changed or did not change relative to the central topic. 
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APPENDIX A 
(COURSE OVERVIEW AND POUCIES) 
English 105, Section 
B Duffelmeyer, Instructor 
318 Ross/ ^3217/Mailbox; 206 Ross/e-mail: bjduff@iastate.edu 
Office Hours: 
English Office: 203 Ross/4-2180 
REQUIRED TEXTS: Student's Guide to 104-105 
Elements of Argument. Rottenberg, 5th edition 
The Little. Brown Handbook. Fowler, 7th edition 
CyberReader. Vitanza 
GENERAL PURPOSE: English 105 focuses on developing your skills as a reader 
and as a writer. You will be asked to summarize, anal3rze, and respond to a 
variety of readings, so close reading will be essential. You will learn and practice 
the principles of argumentation and study the power of language. You will 
prepare a research paper, the principle assignment in which your research skills 
and knowledge of documentation be demoristrated. Finally, you must meet 
the English Department's correctness standard in order to pass the course. 
OVERALL REQUIREMENTS: 
Assignments: All papers, revisions, and exercises must be submitted by and all 
readings completed by the date indicated on the syllabus. You will be working 
in class in groups and individually with daily readings, so you must be prepared 
to discuss and respond to them intelligently. Late work will be penalized as 
explained. Plus and minus final grades will be used. 
Attendance/Participation: Attendance and participation (as mentioned above) 
are essential in a small, college-level composition and critical thinking class like 
English 105. Regular attendance is expected and lack of it will prove detrimental 
to you, as I will not spend office hours "catching you up." More than four 
unexcused absences will be considered excessive and will lower your final grade. 
If you carmot be in class, you must notify me via my voice mail or email. You 
must also call a classmate to verify the assignment and to get notes. Notifying 
me you are going to miss does not automatically excuse the absence; excused 
absences are determined by me and must meet the criteria explained below. 
Evaluation: Papers 65% 
Research paper 20% 
Quizzes, Revisions, and Reading Responses 15% 
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Chu77p^: There will be a combination of announced and "pop" quizzes 
over material taken from the readings, lectures, handouts, and discussions. 
These will be assigned a letter grade, and missed quizzes cannot be made up 
uidess the absence is excused. 
Papers: These are the six major pieces of writing you'll be doing this 
semester. Five of them will be about 500 words in leng^, while the 
research/critique paper will be about 1,000 words. As our class is computer-
intensive, all your papers should be submitted in typed form. Papers will be 
evaluated on the basis of material, organization, expression, and correctness. 
Correctness will receive a mark of "Pass" or "Fail" and each paper will also 
receive a letter grade. As stated in the Student's Guide to English 104-105. you 
must demonstrate consistent ability to meet the departmental standard of no 
more than one major error per one-himdred words (as defined on page 26 of the 
Guide). In your class, this consistency will be operationally defined as passing 
the majority of your papers plus the final in correctness. 
Final "Exam": The final is the sixth paper and will be written in class 
during finals week at the time designated by the registrar's office. 
Revisions: You will be doing two types of revisions on your papers this 
semester after 1 have evaluated each. (Of course, as part of the writing process, 
the paper you initially submit to me on each due date should not be a rough draft 
but rather the result of ongoing work with multiple drafts begun when the 
assignment is made. We will frequently work in class on these drafts—your 
"papers-in-progress"—before each due date, so be sure you get started and have 
useful drafts to bring on these workshop days.) 
The first type of revision you'll do on graded papers is actually a process 
of correction, or surface editing. On each of your six papers, you need to correct 
the errors 1 have marked. This surface correcting will not raise the grade on the 
paper, but will help you leam the correctness conventions and, if done 
consistently, will help you make fewer errors on future papers. 
The second type of revision is a truer one in that you will be subjecting the 
graded essay to a global re-working; in other words, you'll change more than 
misspelled words and misused apostrophes. Based on my comments and your 
own re-visioning of the essay, you'll make substantive changes in the paper's 
material, organization, and expression on as many as three of your papers so 
that they more successfully meet the demands of the original assignments. Each 
revision will earn a letter grade which will not replace the original grade, but will 
be averaged with your other revision, quiz, and reading response grades and 
coimt 25% of your course grade. Revisions in this category which simply 
correct errors and make superficial changes will receive no credit. There will 
be two due dates during the semester for these revisions to be submitted: one 
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near midterm and one near finals week. However, you can turn one of these 
revisions in whenever you have one ready. 
Reading Responses: Otir classes will be held in a computer lab. Among 
other lab activities, you will often be asked to begin the class by responding in 
writing or in an on-line conversation to a question, issue, or idea brought up by 
one or more of that week's readings. You may refer to your texts while writing 
these, but I expect responses that show comprehension and critical thought, not a 
quickie skimming and summary of what the author says. These response 
exercises cannot be made up. 
Conferences: I will try to have a conference with every student during the 
semester. We will pre-arrange these conference appointments and class will 
occasionally be cancelled to allow conference time. Missing a scheduled 
conference counts as an absence and also means you forfeit the conference^ 
meaning I will not set aside another 15-minute slot for you, although you may 
see me as a walk-in during my office hours. If you need to confer with me about 
your work beyond the conference appointment, arrange to see me during my 
office hours, call me and leave a message on voice mail, or e-mail me. Please do 
not phone me at my home. 
Attendance Policy: Aside from university vacation days and armounced class 
cancellations for conferences, you are expected to be in class. Your regular 
attendance is an integral factor in your progress in English 105 because it directly 
relates to your acquisition of information; your ability to participate; your 
performance on quizzes, activities, and assignments; and ultimately, of course, to 
your 105 grade. 
If you miss class 1-4 times, there will be no directly punitive action taken 
against your grade although you may miss an in-class exercise or a quiz that 
cannot be made up. Missing class carries this inevitable risk. It is difficult to 
schedule make-ups for in-class writings of papers, so make every effort to attend 
on those days. 
If you miss class 5-7 times, your final grade will be lowered two grading 
steps (a B- wiU become a C), unless your absences are due to extreme cases of 
emergency or to university business (family emergencies; serious illnesses; travel 
for other class'-s, university orgariizations, or athletics). These instances must be 
verified by your academic or athletic advisor at the time they occiu:. PLEASE 
NOTE: if you commute from out of town and the weather poses a hazard, that 
is an excused absence. 
After 8 absences, you have missed approximately 20% of the class 
sessions—an excessive amoimt at the college level. At this point, you must drop 
the course or you will receive an F in English 105. 
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Sometimes, even with excused absences, your attendance can be so 
compromised that it becomes impossible for you to be successful in the course. I 
will contact your advisor if your attendance is a problem. 
Late Work Policy: Quizzes and Reading Responses cannot be made up. Papers 
will be accepted one class period late but will be penalized two grading steps (a B 
will become a C+). After one class period, the late paper will not be accepted. 
Papers are due during the class period of the day they are due. Papers that are 
not submitted directly to me must be placed in my 206 Ross mailbox (the box is 
below my name; don't put your paper in another instructor's mailbox as this 
generally means the paper is lost) or slipped tinder my office door at 318 Ross. 
Do not leave papers with a secretary, with another instructor, or tacked to my 
bulletin board. 
Plagiarism/Academic Dishonesty: You must thoroughly acquaint yourself with 
the following material relating to plagiarism and academic dishonesty: p^7 in 
your 104-105 Student's Guide, pp.340-347 in Elements of Argument, and pp. 
578-585 in Little. Brown Handbook. Understanding what constitutes plagiarism 
and academic dishonesty will help prevent you from committing these acts 
inadvertently and will strengthen your writing. Plagiarism is a serious legal and 
ethical breach and it is treated as such by the English Department and by me. 
Papers on which plagiarism is detected will receive an F and a report of the 
offense will be made to the director of First-Year Writing. 
The Correctness Standard: You will need to show that you can meet the 
departmental standard on correctness on both in- and out-of-class papers, and 
that even if you begin the semester weak in correctness, you have addressed the 
problem(s) and are able to meet the standard consistently by the end of the 
semester. See pages 24-26 in yourl04-105 Student's Guide for more on this. Keep 
track of the errors you are making and show progress toward improving your 
correctness mark. Seeing the same errors repeatedly from the same student tells 
me you are not seriously concerned with improving. 1 may tell you to visit the 
Writing Center (418 Ross); if so, I expect you to make an appointment and get 
help there. 
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APPENDIX B 
(SYLLABUS, SPRING 1998) 
English 105: "Computers, Critical Thinking, and Composition" 
Duffelmeyer 
Spring 1998 Syllabus 
TEXTS: * CyberReader (CR), Vitanza 
* Elements nf Argumgnt (EA), Rottenberg, 5th edition 
* The Little. Brown Handbook (LBH), Fowler, 7th edition 
* 104-105 Student's Guide 
Bring to class the text(s) from which you have a reading or assignment for the 
day. 
DATE ACnVlTY/ASSIGNMENT 
January 12 (Mon.) Introduction to course 
January 14 (Wed.) Bring 3.5" Mac-formattable disk to class 
104-105 Student's Guide: 1-21,578-585 LBH; 
vii-xvi CR (Prefece and Intro) 
January 19 (Mon.) 
January 16 (Fri.) Ch. 1 LBH; 413-417,435-443 EA 
(Computers and Education) 
University Holiday: Martin Luther King Day 
January 21 (Wed.) 
handout; 
Receive Adler's "How To Mark a Book' 
3-17 EA; 1-30 CR ("Cyberspace") 
In-class: #3, p.51 CR 
January 23 (Fri.) 25-31 EA; discuss and return Adler handout; 
begin summary 
January 26 (Mon.) Summary cont.; Appendix B LBH (Writing 
w/ Computer); 37-44 EA 
January 28 (Wed.) conferences 
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January 30 (Fri.) 
February 2 (Mon.) 
February 4 (Wed.) 
February 6 (Fri.) 
February 9 (Mon.) 
February 11 (Wed.) 
February 13 (Fri.) 
February 16 (Mon.) 
February 18 (Wed.) 
February 20 (Fri.) 
February 23 (Mon.) 
February 25 (Wed.) 
February 27 (Fri.) 
March 2 (Mon.) 
In-class writing of Paper #1: Summary 
Begin Analysis and Advertising; Ch. 2 LBH; 
47-64,604-611 EA 
Video: Behind the Scenes: The Advertising 
Process at Work 
"How To Analyze an Ad" 
Read handout about analyzing images; look 
at pp. 85-87,130,173,243,288 EA (ads) 
Ad Analysis continued 
Qiapter 3 LBH 
conferences 
conferences 
Peer Review of Paper #2 
(bring complete draft to class today) 
Paper #2 DUE at end of class (use class 
time for finishing and editing) 
Major Errors: exercises and examples 
Begin Rhetorical Analysis 
Qi. 4 (sections a & b) LBH; 
95-105,131-136 EA 
64-66,105-115 EA 
conferences 
Continue Rhetorical Analysis 
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March 4 (Wed.) 
March 6 (Fri.) 
March 9 (Mon.) 
March 11 (Wed.) 
March 13 (Fri.) 
March 16-20 
March 23 (Mon.) 
March 25 (Wed.) 
March 27 (Fri.) 
March 30 (Mon.) 
April 1 (Wed.) 
Chapters 10-11 LBH 
60-62,63-72 CR (do analysis sheets) 
Ch. 12 LBH 
443-445,508-510 EA (do analysis sheets) 
155-159 CR (do analysis sheet) 
407-417 EA (do analysis sheets) 
Peer Review of Paper #3 
Paper #3 DUE (finish/edit during class) 
Spring Break 
Begin Pro-Con Analysis 
Ch. 5 (Evidence), 138-160 EA 
Debate: Euthanasia 
(Hook & Rachels, 449-456 EA) 
Video: Does Doctor Know Best? ("Ethics in 
America" series) 
Debate: Animal Research 
(Sabin & Carlson, 174-177 EA) 
Review 116-133 LBH (Reading Arguments 
Critically) 
Review 1-18 LBH (Critical Thinking, 
Reading, and Writing); Debate: Affirmative 
Action (Carter & Steele, 381-389 EA) 
Video: Affirmative Action and Reverse 
Discrimination ('The Constitution: That 
Delicate Balance" series); receive Apple 
excerpt to read for Friday. 
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April 3 (Fri.) 
April 6 (Mon.) 
April 8 (Wed.) 
April 10 (Fri.) 
April 13 (Mon.) 
April 15 (Wed.) 
April 17 (Fri.) 
April 20 (Mon.) 
April 22 (Wed.) 
Intro, to Doublespeak 
Read "Language and Thought," 213-234 EA; 
Orwell, 'Tolitics and the English Language," 
681-691 EA 
Video: Doublespeak 
Qi. 31 LBH, "Qioosing and Using Words" 
Debate: Death Penalty 
(Conrad & van den Haag, 199-210 EA) 
Begin peer review of Paper #4 (bring 
workable rough draft of #4 to class) 
Finish review of Paper #4; may submit #4, if 
ready 
Paper #4 DUE 
Begin Research/Critique Paper (#5) 
Ch. 9 EA ("Writing an Argument [Research] 
Paper"); Chps. 35-36, LBH (Reseach Writing) 
Receive handout on Web research; 
Intro. Ch. 5 ("Virtual Libraries") 252-253 CR; 
Kurzweil, 260-272 CR 
Ch. 10 EA (330-348) 
Ch. 37 LBH (Documenting Sources); 
Barlow, 299-306 CR; Burke, 508-510 EA 
Debate: Immigration 
(Raspberry & Jordan, 523-526 EA) 
Debate: Sex and Violence 
(Gitlin/Kaminer/Glasser/Jacoby 615-629 
EA) 
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April 24 (Fri.) 
April 27 (Mon.) 
April 29 (Wed.) 
May 1 (Fri.) 
Final due date for all revisions 
To be announced 
To be announced 
Video: Interview with W. Lutz 
Paper #5 DUE 
Discuss Paper #6 
May 4-8 Finals Week: Paper #6 written in class at 
time designated by Registrar's Office 
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APPENDIX C 
(CRITICAL THINKING HANDOUT) 
English 105: Computers, Critical Thinking, and Composition 
Duffelmever 
Name of author and essay: 
Answer these questions after you have identified each claim (major point) the 
author of the essay makes. List these claims along with the page and paragraph 
number in which you find them on the back of the sheet or directly below these 
instructions, if you are doing this on-line. 
1. Why is the topic of this essay important? Is this the author's opinion or yours? 
2. What are this author's fundamental (but perhaps unstated) assumptions about 
what we value? What or whose interests do these assumptions seem to 
represent? What in the essay makes you say this? 
3. Would you say this essay's major points and values (from #1 and 2 above) 
represent a status quo (common, widely held) way of looking at this topic? Or 
does it represent a somewhat new or different way of thinking about the topic? 
What in the essay makes you say this? 
4. Whether or not you believe the essay represents the status quo, what or whose 
interests are served by the status quo position on this topic? 
5. What metaphors or other ways of using language has the author used to help 
make his/her point? Give at least two examples from the essay of the author's 
distinctive use of language. 
265 
APPENDIX D 
(PAPER #1 /SUMMARY) 
PAPER #1: SUMMARY 
English 105 
Duffelmeyer 
In-Class: 
Approximately 400 words, double-spaced, 12-point type 
This assigriment asks you to accurately represent another author's material and 
point of view by summarizing an essay's main ideas and key points. Consider 
your audience to be what LBH describes as a "general academic" one: your 
instructor and classmates. For purposes of this assigrmient, though, imagine that 
none of your audience has read the essay you are summarizing. 
To plan and draft this paper, follow the summarizing process discussed in class 
and Chapter 1 of LBH. Read and "digest" the original, select the important 
material from it, and rewrite this material into concise, coherent sentences and 
paragraphs using your own words. Follow the advice given you in these sources 
for selecting and marking the important material. Use the au^or's cues to find 
major stages of thought and supporting material. 
To write your summary, first create one or two sentences that express the overall 
thesis of the original essay in your own words. Then combine the selected key 
material into a logical essay that accurately recapitulates the author's main ideas. 
Guard against lapsing into the author's wording; this is not suirunarizing, but 
copying! Guard also against choppy, incoherent paragraphing; this is "cut-and-
paste" summarizing. 
Select one of the following essays for your summary: 
1) "The Right to Bear Arms," Burger (EA), 80-83 
2) "The Nature of Prejudice," Allport (EA), 116-118 
3) "A Proposal to Abolish Grading," Goodman (EA), 190-193 
4) "Crimes of the 'Net'," Meyer with Underwood (CR), 63-65 
You may bring an outline or half-page of notes to class with you the day you 
write the summary; an outline of the essay you are summarizing is also OK to 
refer to as a means of remembering all the essay's main points and their 
relatioriships to each other. Please do not bring in a completed rough draft and 
simply type it over or surface edit it during the 50-minute session. You'll want to 
plan carefully what to include in your notes and outline, so that you'll have 
adequate time to write the summary and proofread. If you have to also take class 
time to plcm the paper, you won't have enough time—and proofreading will be 
critical! You may, of course, refer as needed to your text. These guidelines will 
apply to every in-class writing of a paper this semester. 
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APPENDIX E 
(PAPER#2/AD ANALYSIS) 
Assignment #2: Ad Analysis: Images of Technology in Advertising 
Length: 500 words 
English 105 
Duffelmeyer 
Purpose and Audience: 
The purpose of this essay is to analyze an ad by identifying sigruficant 
elements in the ad and interpreting them in a meaningful way. Your essay 
should be targeted at people who would have access to your ad, so you may 
assume your readers are familiar with your subject matter but that they 
haven't thought about it in a systematic way. You will choose one from 
several ads for digital technology. 
Assignment: 
Advertising campaigns are designed to reach a specific "targeted" group of 
readers. Market analysts who plan a campaign appeal to the reader directly or 
indirectly suggesting their products will help consumers achieve beauty, 
health, popularity, happiness, success, or other valued qualities in our society. 
Part of your job in this analysis is to infer who the targeted group of readers is 
for your ads and what attitudes and values the people creating the ad are 
appealing to. What cultural assumptioris about technology does your ad use? 
Remember that advertisements play on specific feelings and attitudes, by 
associating a product with a fantasy, a lifestyle, attractive people, nature, 
success, etc. The fact that we live in a capitalistic system is very important, for 
ad makers count on the audience pursuing a consumeristic lifestyle, wherein 
consuming (buying) is itself a goal. Remember too that ads are not as much 
about product information as about behavior modification (ours!); they are 
pure persuasion. 
Planning and Drafting: 
1) Begin by coming up with a clear thesis that states the audience for the ad 
campaign, the values the ad assumes its audience has or aspires to. and what 
elements of the ad carry out the ad makers' purposes of appealing to those 
values and desires. Identify these clearly, as this is the focus of your paper. 
2) Even though I am familiar with the ads you are using, you will need to 
briefly describe the ad to make your paper complete. Identify for your readers 
the pertinent information in the ad, both the copy (the text) and the visual 
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images. This is like writing a summary, but you're summarizing both words 
and images. 
3) Your reader needs to know why the details you have focused on are 
important in achieving the goals of the ad. This is the analysis part of the 
paper. You'll need to support your thesis (from #1) with insightful 
observations, inferences, and conclusions about both the visual and textual 
features of the ad. Basically when you analyze you're asking yourself over 
and over, "Why did the ad makers do it THIS way and not another? Why did 
they use THESE words? THIS picture? What are they trying to accomplish 
with their targeted audience, and how successful is the ad at doing that?" 
To do a good job with ad analysis, you need to look beneath the surface, and 
look with a critical (searching, questioning) attitude to see what is really going 
on. 
4) Be very careful not to tell your readers what they already know. Don't 
state the obvious about ads. We all know that the ad makers' goal is to create 
the desire in those who view it to buy the product: profit is their only motive. 
So how do they manage to make us feel they are actually doing US a FAVOR 
by offering us the "opportunity" to spend our money? Think about it! Look 
at the familiar in a new way. 
Evaluation Criteria: Paper 
• contains a clear and interesting thesis supported by specific, concrete 
details 
• contains insightful inferences about the topic 
• demonstrates an understanding of both summary and analysis 
• demonstrates cohesive and unified writing, both within individual 
paragraphs and in the overall essay 
• shows proofreading 
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APPENDIX F 
(PAPER #3/RHETORICAL ANALYSIS) 
Paper #3: Rhetorical Analysis 
English 105 
Duffelmeyer 
DUE: 
500 words 
Your third paper will analyze how an author's content and strategy carry out 
his/her larger purpose for writing the essay, and whether those content choices 
and strategies are successful given the audience he/she was addressing. Your 
purpose in this paper is to present an important insight you have about an 
author's purpose and techniques in an essay you've read for this class. This 
insight about the author's purpose and tecfmique will constitute your paper's 
analytical thesis statement, and the body of your essay will provide examples of 
how the author has matched, successfully or not, details of technique to purpose 
and audience. 
Choose one of the following essays and work through the process of writing an 
analytical essay as described here, on the accompanying handout, and in class 
presentations: 
1) "Crimes of the 'Net'" (Meyer with Underwood, pp. 63-65 CR) 
2) "Beware of Chilling Freedom of Expression" (Harrington, pp. 157-159 CR) 
3) "On Classrooms, with and without Computers" (Stoll, pp. 413-417 EA) 
You may also use one of the possibilities from the first assignment sheet if you 
did not work with it on your summary paper (Heim and Woolley in CR; 
Postman, Allport and Burger in EA). 
1. Read the essay several times using your active reading skills of underlining, 
commenting in the margins, outlining/diagramming, and summarizing. Pay 
special attention here to more than what the author is saying, but primarily to 
how he/she is presenting the ideas. Doublecheck your notes at this stage 
against the essay to be sure you haven't missed anything important that will 
affect your analysis and evaluation of the essay. 
2. Free-write comments about each of the six analysis categories on the 
accompanying handout: audience, purpose, main idea, development, 
organization and coherence, and expression. Write comments about any feature 
of the text that seems to you to stand out from your rhetorical analysis of it, being 
sure you have studied the essay enough to understand both it and the author's 
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underlying techniques—and remembering not to respond to the ideas with your 
personal opinion. At this stage you should begin to see how several elements 
relating to the various analysis categories interrelate and will need to be 
mentioned in your analytical thesis statement. 
3. Your paper's introduction should include the essay's title and author, as well 
as the main idea you are presenting about the essay. The latter will be an 
analytical thesis statement and will address the essay's overall design, perhaps 
with an emphasis on a particular strength or weakness of technique. This 
statement is your assertion about the essay and will dictate everything else that 
you include in your paper: "The connections you make between the details of 
technique and the analytical statement are what give your essay its strength and 
direction" (Bazerman 167). (See my example of the Adler essay and the 
additional thesis statement examples on that handout.) Early in your essay you 
should also provide a brief summary of the essay, including a mention of its 
purpose, apparent intended audience, and its main idea. (NOTE: I have not done 
this on my example in the interests of saving space and because you've all read 
the same essay.) 
4. Next, your paper should cmalyze the essay's development, organization and 
coherence, and expression. At tiiis point, you may well find that you don't have 
as much to say about one of the above elements as the others; you may be 
focusing on one or two of these features, but don't completely overlook 
something noteworthy in an analysis category. Your paper's body (basically, 
from your third paragraph on) will now expand on all the separate elements that 
contribute to the author's overall goal. Discuss all the smaller, relevant technique 
elements through a process of listing and providing textual examples of each. 
You will need to paraphrase, quote, and/or describe particular sections of the 
text to make your analysis sound and convincing. Use transitions to relate each 
element's discussion to the thesis statement. 
5. Conclude by reiterating (not simply repeating) your main ideas about the 
rhetorical analysis of the essay. In the course of your analysis, your analytical 
thesis statement has gathered momentum, so you should be able to make a final, 
insightful observation without veering into ground not covered in your paper: 
"...the conclusion should both grow out of and reinforce the analysis" 
(Bazerman 168). 
6. Stay away from lengthy, verbatim quotation and/or paraphrase of the 
original; limit your use of these to the circtunstances described in #4 above. Do 
not extend your summary of the essay beyond 3-4 sentences in the second 
paragraph. Stay away also from a simple chronological "look" at the essay-
moving from paragraph to paragraph in the original telling us what the author 
says and does in each. Organize your essay around the steps above and the 
categories and questions described here and on the accompanying handout. 
270 
7.Take full advantage of the peer editing session; it will really help you!! 
Rhetorical Analysis: Analyzing an Essay 
English 105 
Ehiffelmeyer 
An analysis essay looks at an author's purpose and audience for writing and 
techniques for achieving that purpose with that audience. In an analysis paper, 
you look at an essay's component parts (the various elements of an author's 
technique) to see why they are there and how they function together as a whole. 
Your task in writing an analysis essay is actually a three-part one: to determine 
what an author's purpose in writing is, to notice what he/she is doing to 
accomplish that purpose, and to evaluate how successful that author's effort 
has been. 
To write a good analysis essay you'll first need to be an active reader, for it is 
only a active reader who can accurately and productively discuss an author's 
purpose and techniques: 'The active reader reads more than the words and 
even more than the ideas; the active reader reads what the author is doing. The 
active reader reconstructs the overall design, both the writer's purpose and the 
techniques used to realize that purpose" (Bazerman, The Informed Writer, p.138). 
A basic and useful way to approach the process of writing an analysis essay, 
then, is to consider in your prewriting stage at least these six elements: 
PURPOSE: Ever)-' piece of writing can be fairly and usefully analyzed only inthe 
context of what the author was trying to accomplish; to criticize an essay on 
grounds that are outside of the author's intent is not fair. You can determine an 
author s purpose through his/her overt statements about purpose/thesis, your 
knowledge of the essay's publication date and the original periodical it 
appeared in, your knowledge of the author's usual stances on this or similar 
topics, and most importantly, through a close reading. 
AUDIENCE: Very closely tied to purpose is the audience the writer was 
targeting. Because authors adjust their writing to fit an intended audience, part 
of an analysis is determining who that audience likely is. Is the author 
addressing a specialized audience or the general reader? Does the author seem 
to expect acceptance of or skepticism toward his/her thesis? Determine the 
piece's audience by using clues such as where a piece was originally published, 
and the degree and type of knowledge the author is assuming the audience has. 
MAIN IDEA: A critical part of a rhetorical analysis is to determine what, 
specifically, the central point of an essay is. What is the author trying to "get 
across" to the audience? (The specificity is what differentiates this element from 
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purpose, above.) Use the author's cueing strategies to help you focus on his/her 
main idea: orienting statements, transitions, paragraphing, and cohesive devices. 
DEVELOPMENT /SUPPORT: How and how well has the author developed 
his/her main idea? Is the development appropriate for the audience? If the 
essay is argumentative, has the author provided specific, concrete evidence? 
Note the extent to which the author refers to outside sources and/or uses 
statistics or other forms of support. Has the author anticipated objections to the 
ideas and dealt with those in the essay? Has the author used and interpreted 
information fairly? Defined pivotal terms carefully? Argued logically? 
ORGANIZATION /COHERENCE: Authors of exposition and argumentation 
have a responsibility to present their ideas clearly and logically. Their main ideas 
should be stated relatively early in the essay and everything else in the paper 
should clearly relate and contribute to the development of those points. Again, 
look for and use the author's cueing strategies to help you focus on the 
underlying structure of the essay. Does the author help you understand where 
the essay is heading by setting up expectatioris and then following through on 
them? As the author moves from one idea to the next, has he/she used skillful 
transitions, paragraphing, and cohesive devices to help the reader keep up and 
see how each piece of material connects to the preceding and to the overall main 
idea? 
EXPRESSION: Does the author's use of words and overall tone contribute to or 
interfere with the accomplishment of his/her purpose? Does the author seem 
angry, sarcastic, silly? Does he/she seem to be taking others' opinions seriously, 
or simply denigrating and dismissing them with irresponsible language use? 
GENERAL REMINDERS: As you plan, draft, and write an analysis essay, always 
keep your attention focused on the author's purpose and techniques used to 
achieve that purpose. Do not lapse into a consuming summary of the essay and 
do not respond to the author's ideas themselves. Whether you agree or disagree 
with the author's views has nothing to do with your analysis of how those views 
have been presented. You will develop and respond to argimients later in the 
semester! 
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APPENDIX G 
(PAPER #4/PRO-CON ANALYSIS) 
Paper #4: Analyzing Why Disputants Disagree (Pro-Con Analysis) 
Duffehneyer/^glish 105 
DUE: Work Session/Peer Editing: 
For Paper #4, you are performing a focused analysis of each of two essays which 
are taking alternative positions on the same topic. They do not have to have 
diametrically opposed viewpoints on the issue, but they need to be in a 
significant amount of disagreement with each other. A5 you work on this paper, 
it's especially important to bear the following in mind about pro-con arguments: 
People reach different conclusions about an issue because they have 
different experiences, vahtes, and beliefs. It's not that one person 
understands the situation better than the others, or that one is better 
informed. In fact, different positions are usually based on the same 
information. The differences arise from different interpretations of the 
information. (Batteiger, 1994, p. 48) 
You'll need to refer to your notes from Paper #3 (Rhetorical Analysis), as well as 
those from class, to guide you through this paper. As in Paper #3, this paper 
needs to have a clearcut, overall thesis statement stating the major, underlying 
different views/beliefs/attitudes/values of each author and the fact that each 
supports this viewpoint with contrasting facts, definitions, and/or 
analogies/comparisons in his/her essay. 
The body of this essay analyzing why disputants disagree should then be 
organized around these differences. You may, for instance, find two or three 
major FACTS that the authors disagree on. Devote one paragraph to each of 
these, showing how the pro and con author supports his/her worldview with 
facts. You should also look for conflicting DEFINlllONS and ANALOGIES/ 
COMPARISONS, and elaborate on each of the differences you see in these 
analysis areas as the authors support their underlying VALLTES/BELIEFS/ 
ASSUMPTIONS/WORLD VIEWS. In other words, each body paragraph in Paper 
#4 should show the conflict between these two authors in that particular area 
(facts, assumptions, etc.) and how it relates to the worldview of each author as 
well as to how he/she has written the essay. See the sample pro-con analysis in 
our class folder. 
To do this, you will create (and turn in with the paper) a matrix for each essay, 
showing how the essays contrast with each other in their FACTS, DEFINITIONS, 
and ANALOGIES/COMPARISIONS—all relating to the authors' underlying 
differences in VALUES/BELIEFS/ASSUMPTIONS/WORLDVIEWS. Have the 
matrix ready for the peer editing session(s). 
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APPENDIX H 
(PAPER #5/RESEARCH PAPER) 
Research /CritiquePapen Critical Thinking about Technology 
English 105: Duffelmeyer 
Due 
Thesis and Outline Due 
1. Length: 1,000-1,250 words, excluding the Works Cited section. 
2. Topic: Your topic must be one which permits you to engage in and 
demoristrate your ability to think critically about technology as you describe and 
support a position on a particular aspect/application of technology over which 
there is debate. To do that, you will need to review what "thinking critically" 
means, and consider carefully what it means to think critically about your 
particular technology issue. I have listed some topics below, along with the list 
of characteristics of the critical thinker. 
While I encourage you to write on an aspect/application of technology that you 
have some interest in, it is absolutely essential that you recognize that you 
undoubtedly have some pre-formed opinions and even vested interests in a 
particular position on that application of technology; therefore, you must show 
me in your research paper that you have recognized and limited the effects of 
that pre-existing world view ^bias). have made every effort to understand and 
articulate fairly the points of view of those who take alternative positions, and 
even that you may have modified your pre-existing opinion somewhat. Your 
paper should show me that you have familiarized yourself with all angles of the 
issue and made a genuine effort to understand viewpoints different from your 
own—not simply read these alternative viewpoints with a non-critical-thinker's 
purpose of finding the ways in which you believe these people are wrong, 
misguided, or uninformed. 
Possible Topics/Technology Issues: In general, any topic which looks at 
the social or environmental implications of technology—and which avoids a "yes-
no" orientation to the topic—is acceptable. Check your topic out with me. 
Gender and Technology 
Censorship and the Net 
Educational Uses of Technology 
Socioeconomics and Technology (Who has access? Who does not?) 
Technology eind the Environment 
Technology and Agricultural Applications 
Technology and Medical Applicatioris 
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3. Form/Purpose: 
"The issue is not that machines have 'taken over,' but that in choosing to use them we 
make many unzvitting cultural choices. Technology is not simply a means but has 
become an environment and a way of life: this is its 'substantive' impact." (Feenberg, 
Critical Theory of Technology. 1991, p. vi) 
As the preceding quotation indicates, it is important that, in keeping with the 
focus of this class, your topic allows you to engage in some cxiltural criticism. 
What do your topic, the iriformation you have discovered during your research 
process, and the positions people hold on it reveal about our culture? It is 
equally important that you understand that taking a unproblematic "pro-con" 
view of the issue (either we continue to use computers in the classroom or we 
stop; either we wholeheartedly support technologized agriculture or we don't at 
all) DOES NOT show critical thii\king; it shows the most simple views possible 
of the issue—yes or no—neither of which is supportable in today's complicated 
technological emdronment. 
Your research paper is NOT to take the form of a simple extended argument. 
You are to provide an initial general, rounded, fair look at your technology issue. 
Although you are eventually taking a position—asserting something debatable 
about your topic and supporting your position with appropriate evidence— 
you must demonstrate in your work on this assignment your engagement of 
opposing viewpoints and your demonstration of cultural criticism. Remember 
that critical thinkers 
* use evidence to reason their way to a position, 
* know the likely objections to the position, 
* evaluate positions by uncovering a position s assumptions and consequences, 
* realize and limit the effects of emotion and prejudice on their thinking, and 
are willing to revise their positions to accommodate others' arguments or 
contrary evidence. 
Therefore, I will be looking at this paper particularly for evidence of your critical 
thinking and cultural criticism abilities. This means, among other considerations, 
that you acknowledge and show a thorough understanding of viewpoints other 
than your own in this paper; that you refute, make concessions to, or synthesize 
with your own alternate ways of looking at the issue you are researching; and 
that you use your technology topic to make a larger point about our culture. 
4. Research: Refer to at least four (4) outside sources (beyond your EA and CR 
texts) in this research paper. These are to be carefully chosen and clearly related 
to your thesis and purpose. They must make a definite contribution to the 
unfolding of your analysis. You may use books, periodicals, interviews, and 
Web documents. 
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You may use some personal experience in your research paper. This might be 
included as the impetus for your interest in the topic or as partial explanation for 
your feeling one way or the other about it. However, do not lose sight of the fact 
that this is an academic assigmnent, and therefore, the use of personal 
experience must be limited and secondary to the material you gather from other 
sources. 
5. Research: You are to use the methods recommended in your texts (including 
LBH) and in class notes for locating, evaluating, and using sources. Your texts 
and I will also give you guidance on how to compile notes. You will need to be 
very clear throughout your research process and in the writing of your paper on 
the differences among quoting, summarizing, and paraphrasing from your 
sources and the legitimate, productive use of each technique. Be aware that 
presenting within your finished research paper someone else's words as your 
own will result in a mark of "Poor" on Expression and may well constitute 
plagiarism, causing the entire paper to fail. See #7 below. 
6. Documentation: You are to use the MLA system of documentation as 
presented in both of your texts. 
7. Academic Honesty: Obviously, this paper is to be your work and free of 
plagiarism and academic dishonesty. Read the relevant pages in your texts for a 
detailed discussion of this. Evidence of plagiarism and/or academic dishonesty 
in the preparation of a research paper for this class will result in an automatic F 
on that paper and a report of the offense will be made to the Director of First-
Year Composition. 
Further, I obviously don't want this paper to be a modest re-working of a paper 
you wrote in the past for another purpose. You may use previous writing and 
research as a springboard for this paper, and even tie this assignment to one for 
another class if it is appropriate (and if you discuss it with me), but you need to 
do new and original work for this paper—not submit what is essentially a paper 
you wrote in the past. 
8. Schedule: Attached is a schedule of due dates and checkpoints for you to 
adhere to as you prepare your research paper. This will help keep you on track, 
in terms of both process and time. Sticking to the steps presented there and 
adhering to a re^istic schedule will help ensure a better paper. Please submit 
your time table with your finished paper. 
9. Attaching Materials: You must provide, attached to your completed research 
paper, a photocopy of all materials (with the exception of interviews and essays 
from EA and CR) that you directly refer to in your paper. This includes relevant 
pages from edited collections, books, magazines, joumals, and newspapers, as 
well as Web sites. The general rule to follow here is if the page number appears 
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within your paper's text as a parenthetical reference, that page must be 
photocopied and submitted with the paper. Highlight the passages on each 
photocopied page that you have presented in your paper in the forms of 
quotations, summaries, or paraphrases. Failure to provide all the necessary 
photocopies of source pages will result in a mark of "Poor" as your paper's 
Material grade, as I will not be able to follow your research "trail." Note that I do 
not need entire articles, chapters from books, multiple-page Web documents, etc. 
submitted with the paper. I need only those individual pages from which you 
have quoted, summarized, or paraphrased material in your research paper. 
10. Evaluation: In addition to the usual concerns of Material, Organization, 
Expression, and Correctness, I will be evaluating your research paper with 
particular attention to the following points: 
a) There must be evidence of careful development of a thoughtful, 
analytical thesis statement. The paper must be a meaningful, worthwhile 
examination of the topic which fairly and honestly presents viewpoints on your 
technology issue, offers and supports your position, and shows insight about 
what your topic says about oiu* culture. You must show evidence of critical 
thinking. The paper carmot be just a display of facts about the topic, nor can it 
be a "search-and-destroy" enterprise in which you attempt to show how 
ridiculous and untenable you believe the "other side's" position is. This is not fair 
and compelling democratic debate in today's society, nor does it demonstrate 
critical thinking on your part. 
b) The number and quality of your sources must be appropriate, and all 
sources directly referred to in the paper's text must be photocopied and attached 
to the paper. 
c) Your sources must be smoothly and productively integrated into the 
text and unfolding argument of the paper. (Do not "dump" quotatioris, for 
instance.) 
d) Your use of paraphrase, summary, and direct quotation must be skillful 
and appropriate. Show me that you know when to use each; don't over-quote, as 
this is a sure sign of a "data-dump" paper. Remember that paraphrase and 
summary are in your own words AND still require acknowledgment of the 
source of the idea. 
e) The MLA system of documentation must be used correctly. 
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Research Paper Time Table 
English 105 
Duffelmeyer 
"A successful research paper is not zimtten in a frenzied burst of energy but evolves 
slozvly through continued effort. Collecting and organizing materials will take more time 
than you expect. Despite temptations to postpone work, start looking for a topic and 
collecting material as soon as the paper is assigned" (Coyle 2). 
TASK DATE DUE DATE DONE 
1. Topic narrowed 
2. Background reading completed 
3. Tentative thesis formulated 
4. Informal outline prepared 
5. In-depth search for materials begun 
6. Thesis finalized 
7. Working outline prepared 
8. Note-taking completed 
9. First draft zvritten 
10.Revision 
ll.Second draft zuritten 
12. Revision 
13. Final copy prepared 
14. Proofreading completed 
15. Paper and photocopies submitted 
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APPENDIX I 
(TECHNOLOGY NARRATIVE) 
9-19-97 
Reading Response (Credit) 
Technology Narrative 
You have begun reading about television's influence on us and you've seen a 
video about how this influence is created in the advertising process. It is also 
important for you to think about technolog\'^'s influence on you. (We began 
this process about a week ago when you talked with each other about how 
you had used computers before in school.) 
Computers (like TV and ads before them) are becoming a defining feature of 
life in the late 1990's, BUT, like TV, you generally aren't asked to think 
explicitly about technology. Computers are introduced into our lives as 
natural and inevitable—as a neutral tool. Even though we accept them, we 
still need to think critically about them—just like we need to think critically 
about TV and commercials. We need to look beyond the "neutral tool" 
metaphor, just as we look beyond an ad as simply objective information. 
One way to do this is to look back at our own individual experiences with 
technology, think about the cultural expectations we grow up with about 
technology, and compare our experiences to those cultural expectations. 
What attitudes do you have about technology at this point in your life, and 
what experiences contributed to these? What has technology changed about 
your life? The experiences can be related to education, but they don't have to 
be. 
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APPENDIX J 
(GENERAL QUESTIONNAIRE) 
General Questionnaire: English 105/Dviffelmeyer 
Computers, Critical Thinking, and Composition 
1. Does using the computer change your notion of what it means to write a 
paper? 
2. Often, students begin the FY Comp semester lacking confidence in their 
writing abilities. If this was the case for you, do you feel that using the computer 
has had a positive effect on your confidence with your writing abilities? 
Negative? 
3. In general, what was your degree of experience and "comfort level" with 
computers when you began English 105? 
Much Experience/High Comfort Little Experience/Low Comfort 
4. How much critical thinking about computers had you done before this course? 
Little to None Quite a Bit 
5. Before this semester of 105, what was your prior experience of thinking 
critically about a topic? 
6- Has your experience so far in English 105 (including the readings, discussions, 
and writing) affected your thinking about computers? If so, how? If not, why do 
you think your thinking about technology has not changed?" 
7. What cultural myth(s) about technology are you influenced by (if any) and 
how has this affected your experience so far in English 105? 
8. Do our class's various uses of technology help you to feel more or less 
connected to others in the class? 
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APPENDIX K 
(FOCUSED QUESTIONNAIRE) 
Focused Ouestions: Critical Thinking about Technology 
Preparing for Research/Critique Paper 
Please answer these questions thoughtfully and fully. Give more than a couple 
of sentences on each. Thiiik about these questions in terms of how they can help 
you consider possible issues in your research paper topic. Read all as 
explanation, but answer specifically the questions in boldface and note 
whether a question has more than one part. 
1. Describe the extent and ways in which computers/technology are used in 
your other classes. Many of you have mentioned professors who post notes to 
the Internet and keep office hours on the Internet. 
2. In responses about whether the reading, writing, and discussing about 
computers have affected your thinking about computers, I got a lot of answers 
that indicate many of you interpret this as a "how-to" question, not a "why" 
question, or a "how-much" or an "in-what-ways" question. Is it difficult to 
separate your process and outcome of thinking about computers from your 
concern for how to use the computer? If so, why is that, do you think? Bottom 
line: is it possible to think critically about the computer when the computer is 
part of the envirorunent in which you are being asked to do this? 
3. (Note: there are three parts—A, B, and C—to answer in this question) 
A) Several students told me they felt they were not affected by any 
cultural myths about technology. In other words, that they were able to stand 
apart from technology's effects, "above" them, so to speak, and see technology 
and its effects for what they are. This suggests to me that the cultural 
assumptions and expectations about technology are so ingrained, we have 
trouble stepping outside them and looking at them. Is this true? 
B) Some examples of cultural "myths"/assumptions about technology are 
these: 
* Technology is "transparent" or neutral; using it doesn't have any effects other 
than to make things easier and faster. 
* Technology is all-powerful, and even if we have some concerns about 
technology's effects, we can't do anything about them anyway, so we might as 
well leam to accept them. 
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* Tec±inology is not our job, not our problem. If there are negative effects, 
someone else is responsible. Our job is to leam to use it and to keep up with it as 
it changes. 
Notice how all of these assumptions/myths put us in a pretty passive and 
subordinate position relative to technolog}'. Are we even using it as a "tool" if 
we are just a passive receiver of it—if it dictates so much to us rather than the 
other way around? 
C) If you feel you really are unaffected by these cultural messages about 
technology, how have you been able to transcend them? OR 
If you are aware of being affected by cultural myths about technology, 
does this awareness make you feel any more "in control" Gess passive or 
subordinate) in your relationship to technology? What has contributed to this 
awareness? 
4. Many of you told me that you believed continuing to use computers in 
education is an inevitable characteristic of our current society. If we accept that 
computers are going to continue to be used in education, do you believe it is 
because they add something meaningful to your education that would be 
unattainable in any other way? (For instance, is there something in English 105 
we can't do unless we do it on computers? Or which is much better because we 
do it on computers?) Or do you feel computers are a valuable and inevitable 
part of education—and life—because you feel you have to leam about and with 
computers to be prepared for life after college? 
Question #5 iims added for the spring semester; fall semester students didn 't anszver it. 
5. (Note: This is two questions) 
A) What is one specific computer-related issue/idea about which you 
could say that you did not think critically before this class, but now you do? 
B) What role, if any, has our class's use of technology ("looking at and 
through" computers) played in that change in your thinking? 
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APPENDIX L 
(CONSENT FORM) 
Consent Form 
"Computers, Critical Literacy, and First-Year Composition" 
Barb Duffelmeyer 
(in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a Doctorate in Education. 
Fall-Spring, 1997-98. Iowa State University) 
You are invited to participate in a qualitative study undertaken to 
generate data for the researcher's doctoral dissertation. This study will 
explore the effects of using computers to teach First-Year Composition; 
specifically. I am interested in students' perceptions of their experience of 
developing various literacies using the computer in First-Year Composition. 
Data collection for this study will take place during the fall and spring 
semesters of 1997-98 in my sections of English 105. 
I will ask you to participate in one and not more than two individual or 
small, focus-group interviews, scheduled during class time or at your 
convenience. Interviews will be documented using audiotape and researcher 
notes and will last approximately 20-30 minutes. I will also preserve scripts of 
various on-line conversations conducted during class on the subject of your 
experiences with computers. Finally, your written responses to assignments 
on this subject will provide another source of information. You will have the 
opportunity to provide feedback on mv develooinp analvsis of the information 
I gather. 
Your participation is confidential and this confidentiality will be 
maintained through: data and notes remaining accessible only to the 
researcher, removal of personally identifiable information from notes and 
transcripts, and use of personal and organizational pseudonyms in written 
reports and oral presentations of this research. 
There are no foreseeable risks or discomforts to you as a participant in 
this research. Your participation is voluntary and you may withdraw at any 
time or decline to participate in certain portions of the study. If you withdraw, 
I will destroy the transcripts and fieldnotes of your data or give these 
documents to you. Your participation decision obviously will have no effect on 
your course grade for English 105. 
If at any time you have questions about this research or your 
participation, please contact me at 318 Ross, 4-3217. You may also contact the 
chairperson of the Department of Curriculum and Instruction. Dr. Richard 
Zbaracki. at N157 Lagomarcino. 4-5465; or the Director of First-Year Writing. 
Dr. Margaret Graham, at 403 Ross, 4-3516. 
I consent to participate in the research study named and described above. 
Signature: Date; 
Researcher Signature: Date: 
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APPENDIX M 
(SAMPLE FOCUS-GROUP INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPT) 
Transcript of Section 29 Focus-Group Interview, 4-24-98 
Participants: Henry, Walt, Vernon, Tyler, Trudy 
Barb: [introduction—tell how I chose these people; have shown some ability to 
think critically about technology and to distance themselves form the myths-
awareness that there ARE myths] 
I had been starting out asking others about #1—how much and in what ways 
you use technology in other classes. I have a pretty good grasp of that now 
[blah, blah, blah]. What I'd like to do with #1, rather than have you describe 
how technology is used in other classes, is for those of you who have classes 
in which there is some kind of reliance on technology, tell me how that 
seems to you. Does it seem like that works pretty well? Does it seem like if 
you didn't know much about technology, you'd be at a pretty big disadvantage 
in that class? Does it seem only to help, or does it have a downside to it at all? 
Walt: I had an engineering class last semester, and basically what it was is 
he'd go through a slide show and you'd have to write a computer program. 
And the first time he did this, I was completely lost because I had no idea 
what to do. And he'd go through it so fast; I was lost. But as the semester 
went on, I got so I kind of liked it because if I went in when no one else was 
around, if I got lost, I could look it up and figure it out.. . 
Barb: OK. So you didn't have to actually have access to him... 
Walt: Right. His lecture probably wasn't as interesting as it could have been, 
just looking at a computer screen, but it's kind of nice because you can always 
check. 
Barb: So it helps by outlining points and subpoints. . .? 
Walt: You can find out where you're stuck. 
Barb: [quick introductions, because they don't all icnow each other] 
OK. That goes along with what others have said [referring back to Walt's 
input], although every once in a while someone will say, "It kind of makes it 
easy to be gone." I mean, there's the positive side that iif you have to be gone 
you've got a quick and easy way to be gone, but it might kind of encourage 
ppeople to be gone. Do you notice rampant skipping in those classes? 
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Tylen Well, it works out better in classes where the computer is just a tool 
and the notes are in class on PowerPoint, but not on the internet. So it works 
out good if they [professors] go along with it, but if they rely totally on it, it's 
just [easy to skip] 
Barb: Why do you think they use it? Is it an advantage to the students? Or to 
them? Or are they using it because it's there and it's sort of the new thing to 
use? Do you have a sense of why? 
Vernon: It's an advantage to both, because the profesor doesn't always have 
to be available to the student and the student doesn't have to always go to 
class if they were up late writing a paper, or something, and they just don't 
want to go to an 8:00 class. They have the use of the net and can get a few 
more hours of sleep. And a lot of it comes in to the "pr" of the university. 
They can say, "Hey, we have this technology," and it can be used to attract 
students. Some of it's for looks and some of it's for actual usage. 
Barb: OK. OK. What about that "pr" business and some of it being for looks? 
Sometimes that seems to me like what happens in the public schools. School 
districts will say, "We need more money for technology," and a lot of times 
people aren't even really clear on what they're talking about and what they 
will be doing with it. But it's just that we have computers and we've got kids 
going into the lab. 
Henry: Oh, yeah. Definitely. They use the technology and they almost 
overdo it. And I think the major thing if that technology takes the teacher 
away from the student. I think they are certain things that people can teach 
other people by. .. and you lose a lot if you put it on paper or on a computer 
screen. I know that some people can just sit and talk forever about a subject, 
but when it gets put on paper/screen, then it just loses an effect of some kind. 
If you can talk to somebody that's a lot better. And you know you hear about 
putting everything on a computer screen, and well, I don't think I would 
leam anything. I don't like looking at a computer screen and I don't like 
scrolling through it. 
Barb: Yes. Sometimes reading is harder that way. 
Tyler: That's kind of true. The teachers that have PowerPoint and notes on 
the web, and 1 noticed that at the beginning of the year I was writing down 
everything. And then I sort of stopped writing it down [as the lectures went 
along] and I noticed that my third test scores were not as good. 
Barb: Yeah, there's something about cycling it through your own mind that. . . 
Tyler: Yeah, that helps you retain more. 
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Trady: I prefer if the person puts it up on the blackboard, I prefer taking notes, 
because if you know you can get it somewhere else, you won't really think 
about it. But it helps if you write it down; you leam it more. 
Barb: One of the questions it raises for me is how we define education. Is it 
just the delivery of information? Is it just the passing of the body of 
information from one person's brain to another person's? Is that what it 
means to become educated, just to grab off a bunch of information and spit it 
back out, and then go on to the next chapter? 
Tylen No, you have to leam how to synthesize. 
Vernon: [something I can't hear]; then tells about his project of a "complete 
technological classroom at Ankeny High School that he helped set up with 
grant money] And a lot of the results that we got were pretty good. Based on 
a classroom that we compared it to, we got 20% higher retention on the same 
test in the class taught with computers. 
Barb: Was there interaction among students? 
Vernon: Yes, they only had the class one class period a day [so I can't tell if 
hemeans that the other classes were the interaction, or if there was 
interaction in this class] 
Henry: Was there a teacher in the class? 
Vernon: Yes, it was basically a Power Point presentation where you followed 
along with the notes on a screen. You could go through the notes as the 
teacher did, and you did tests that were generated through a file server and 
you just submitted your tests and your written daily work and everything. 
Henry: Yeah, I think the most important thing is that they want to take the 
teacher out of learning. And I don't think that's—I think a lot of what I have 
learned is what other people. .. just other ways of looking at things. Well, one 
of my teachers may have a view on something, and I kind of leam it that way, 
and then somebody else may have another one, and I get different aspects of 
it. And your parents teach you how to leam and think, and then other people 
teach you how to leam and think, and there's all kinds of people. And by that 
time you form your own way. But if it's on a computer screen, you just kind 
of look at it. 
Barb: There's something about looking at iiiformation on a computer screen 
that makes it look very objective and authoritative—sort of like the one true 
way. Well, it depends on the subject, but.. . 
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[to Vemon] And you were in high school, right, when you did this? I was 
wondering if you think there's a difference between using it on older 
students... ? 
Vemon: We used it on junior high students. I believe the class was an algebra 
or a geometry class. 
Barb: So these weren't yoimg kids. 
Vemon: They were 7th or 8th graders. 
Barb: [about using with younger students] —because it [computer] gets used 
heavily with younger students too, and I've had people tell me—well, you 
people tells me—that they get told at a young age that they have to learn to use 
this stuff because they have to get a job someday. And always strikes me a sort 
of bizarre that you're telling this 7-yr-old that he has to worry about getting a 
job! 
Tyler: When you look at computers in elementary schools—I don't know, 
maybe it's because kids are at a young age and their cognitive process 
development is only to a certain point, but basically what you have is kids 
typing out little sentences and playing Oregon Trail. 
Barb: Yeah, what is it about Oregon Trail? That game is the major game! 
Tyler: It's still around. It's not like they really put a lot of thought into what 
they're going to do with these computers and how they're going to teach kids. 
Barb: There are some ideas that come out of schools of education. . .Trudy, are 
you in education [no, she's in engineering!]. Anyway there are ways you can 
use computers with yoimger kids that don't just do the kind of lockstep, you 
know—or use it just as game-playing, a reward for good behavior—But that ask 
them to do longer projects and work together and do problem-solving and 
create h3^ermedia stacks. Now that's a different sort of a thing, I think. But it 
really points out that it depends on what you're doing with it, not just that 
you've got it. 
Trudy: I think that a lot of the time, when they do start them young like that, 
they're just teaching kids how to utilize it, and they're just thinking that 
everyone should make use of it, and that's just all good. 
Barb: [good segue; that's what I was going to ask next] Do you think that's one 
of the ways then, that these messages start getting passed along and before you 
know it, it's just like the air we breathe: we don't even thirik about it 
anymore. 
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Trudy: [something about kids' brains at a young age] Then they kind of grow 
up with that belief. 
Vernon Especially coming from an authority figure, at that age. Kids don't 
question authority figures, they just blindly follow what they're saying. And 
so later on, when kids grow up, because that's what you've heard and never 
questioned it, you don't when you get older. 
Barb: Right. I've had people even now say—when I ask about the myths 
[don't have to think of them as myths. . . assumptions, expectations, 
whatever]—who almost kind of get defer\sive about it. Like it really bothers 
them to even think about it in a way that isn't 100% positive. And it isn't a 
matter that someone's saying, "Well, it's got to be technology, yes or no" I 
mean, it can't be "no," how's it going to be "no"? And it isn't whether it's 
going to be in the schools because of course it will be. But it's what are you're 
going to do with it? 
Henry: Well, my mom is an English teacher, and. . . 
Barb: Oh my god! And you survived!! [laugh] 
Henry: Yeah! [laugh] And since I've been young, I mean, she goes to these 
things and I realize that education goes through phases. And I think that 
technology right now is just a phase. I mean, it's not going to go away, but I 
think they're questioning more than what you should because to me, 
technology is just transparent. I mean, people use it if you want to, but it's 
always there. You can't go anywhere and not use computers. You just can't 
function anymore. 
Barb: Right. Right. 
Henry: No, you can't. Everything is run by computers of some sort and it just 
has to be that you understand that that's how it's going to be. Even my 
grandma knows how to use a computer. 
Barb: That's good, because a lot of older people don't. 
Vernon: A lot of the push for the new technologies is eveybody's main goal 
of efficiency, 0% waste, and you see that in automobiles, you see that in 
industry. You see the waste going down and the efficiencies going up, and 
you see that on a day-to-day basis sometimes the computer can outrun 
someone standing at the machine and doing the job. But you don't get the 
ideal craftsmanship, supposedly, in an automobile that's made by robots than 
you do people [because people can stop the line and say, "hey, this is not 
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right" and someone can come and check it]. The robot just knows I have to 
do this, I have to do this. 
Walt: Just by set parameters. 
Barb: And then sometimes I think, you know, this works really well. . I mean 
computers were of course originally designed for uses in the military and 
business and so then to sort of transfer them into education. . I mean, I don't 
know, is our goal in education to have no waste, to be efficient, to be. . . 
Henry: It seems like everything here is wanting to produce more and more. I 
mean you want to produce quality students that leam more and more, I 
mean, and reaUy, you think about a lot of the stuff you leam and we don't 
leam it. . . I mean, 1 know that as soon as I get done with a class, it's gone, 
[laugh] 
So 1 think they're getting away from the human part of it. I mean, what is a 
job anyway? To produce more and more. Well, why? So you can produce 
more. If you think about it that way. So you can drive farther, and get to your 
jobs and produce more. So you can get on the computer and be faster and 
easier. And easy, easy, easy. And I don't know. I just think that it's getting 
ahead of itself, anyway. 
Vernon: Everything always comes back into check. And somewhere 
technology's just going to go too far. And it's coming pretty close, the year 
2000 is probably going to be the reality check. Somewhere this gangbuster 
technology thing is going to stop and it's going to put a lot of people into a 
state of disbelief. Because even looking at the cultural myths/beliefs that we 
did this semester, I found myself being wrapped up in the success of the 
project I did in high school —not even looking at die computer as anything 
bad, just all good, and you brought some of those out. And I've been 
rethinking some things. 
Barb: It's hard. It's like asking a fish, "Do you know you're in water," because 
technology is so much a part of who we are in this society that it's hard to step 
back and think at it. [like TV] 
Walt: There are some problems too, like with my math teacher, too, five 
years ago we would spend two weeks on something and now, with the 
calculator we have now, we spend a day on it. Then I got here and we were 
expected to use pencil and paper again. And I spent the first semester here 
just trying to get down the basic concepts that we were supposed to have—in 
high school, they tell you, wherever you go, you'll have a calculator. And 
they focus on that. So I had some problems when I got here, because they 
placed such a focus on, "It's more important how to use this calculator." 
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Barb: ... than rather than what you're using it for. 
Henry: You're getting away from "human," in a way, instead. Everything is 
like technology is taking over now because it creates itself now. I mean, you 
have to put an input into it, but technology is so high that it can create more 
technology. People are kind of getting lazy because technology's here and 
people are kind of getting lax. It's gets easier and easier. I've seen that before 
where people are just brilliant on the computer but you have them sit down 
and do something in the real world, and they have no idea what to do. 
Barb: Sometimes people talk about "they"—like there's this group of people 
who are developing technology and watching over it and making sure it gets 
used wisely and good decisions get made about it. Someone else is 
responsible; all we can do is try to keep up. 
Why do you think we don't thirJc of ourselves as "they"? Why do we not see 
ourselves as having anything to do with decision-making? 
Tyler: That's kind of the way capitalism has gone since the begirming. Like 
industry [we are removed from our labor] we go to work in factories, but 
don't associate oursleves with "they." We tend to forget that we are a part of 
technology. Kind of like a scientist studying something. That person is 
already affecting the environment just by being a part of it. Just by being in a 
society that uses technology, we're part of it and we're affecting it. 
But especially in our society, people like to feel individualistic, [so they don't 
tend to see the connectedness] and being an individual is highly valued, and 
that's the way they separate themselves. 
Barb: Yeah, and being competitive. 
Tyler: Yeah. 
Barb: And all that of course fits in with capitalism and also with technology 
very well. That feeling of, "There's no reason why you can't keep up if you 
just try hard enough you'll understand computers. Excpet there are people 
who can't keep up because they don't have enough money, or whatever. 
Does what Tyler's saying make sense to you, Trudy? 
Trudy: Yeah. I just think that people don't ever want to see it themselves— 
anything negative. Like with the computer, you don't want [to be a part of 
that?] 
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Barb: We are part of the process, but we don't see ourselves as affecting that. 
Henry: I think also a lot of people don't understand how technology works. 
They use it as a tool [something] but probably if I knew how a computer 
worked and what everything did, then probably I'd feel like I was more a part 
of it. But people just sit down and tj'pe on the keyboard. 
Barb: Yeah. I guess we've learned—like with television. I mean, I don't know 
how the TV works, but I've learned how to make better decisions about what 
I'm going to watch and what my kids are going to watch. It seems like 
sometimes we need to say, whether we know how it works or not, we can still 
decide how we're going to use it. 
What do you think of the have's and the have-nots—the technological have's 
and the have-nots, so to speak? We probably can coimt all of ourselves 
among that group [the have's]. And the have-nots who carmot hope to keep 
up with all of the changes. Does that create a wider gap in our society, do you 
think, or do you think there's a way to keep up? 
Tyler: Definitely [create a wider gap]. The have-nots they won't have all the 
background in their education. Because the basic fact is that the [something] 
but there are career opportunities that the have-nots won't have. 
Barb: Right, right. 
Tylen And the have's will keep on and their kids will go to the good schools 
and they will get the good-paying jobs. 
Barb: Is there a way to even that out somehow? Or is it something like an 
evolutionary process—like Darwin's survival of the fittest, or something? 
That's just kind of the way it's going to be? 
Henry: Well, I don't know. There's always going to be a place for someone to 
shingle a house or be a carpenter. And if that's what you're supposed to do, 
then it won't matter anyway, because the computer—it doesn't matter, [can 
make money without computers] I never touched a computer in the army. If 
you're supposed to get caught up in that, then you will. If your job doesn't 
require you to get caught up in that, then... 
Barb: 1 guess as long as people have a choices. "OK. I want to shingle a 
house." Not that that's the only thing open to me because of the education 
and opportunities I had. I mean, I know it's not any different than how 
things are already. It's just a question of whether technology might be adding 
into it. 
291 
Trady: [people might be restricted] and can't get the chances. 
Henry: [something about a slide rule and those people can't do anything else] 
People have natural abilities to do something. Somebody can shingle a house, 
probably knowing everything there is to know about that. There's different 
fields that people go into, and if you're good at one thing, then why do you 
need to be good at the other? 
Barb: Yeah, I guess it's a matter of opportunity, rather than getting set on a 
track almost from the day you're bom. 
Henry: But she's [Trudy's] right, though. If you don't have an opportimity 
to get ahold of it, then you're probably not going to be able to see what else 
you can do. 
Walt: And a lot of it has to do with—I mean, if you have enough money, then 
you can get the opportunity [something]. There's kind of a stereotype or 
cultural messages that computers are money. 
Barb: Well, I mean, gosh, you have to have so much just to keep up with 
them! 
Walt: They come out with new ones so often. 
Barb: Our computer's out of date, and we just got it about three years ago, and 
it was not cheap! 
Tyler: It's sort of like "money reinforces money." The people who go to Ivy 
League schools and [recites a cycle of keeping money in the same places]. But 
there's also the chance in the way we have it set up, like with government 
reform, to spread things out [tecimology] and make things equal. But, um, 
I'm not sure how well that's going to work. 
Barb: [computer for every child or for every classroom] 
Vernon: Well, it's always going to be unequal. There's always going to be 
class that is [on the bottom]. 
Barb: Well, yes, as long as we live in a capitalistic society. It's a question of 
how technology may add to that. You know, people have said that technology 
will have a democratizing effect—that it will "reach out" and make everyone 
equal, and I think that may be another myth. 
Heiuy: Yeah, it doesn't make people more equal. People are over-analyzing 
technology that way. They aren't going to get to be an Ivy League student by 
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having a computer. That's all there is to it. Money is money. [He's not 
getting it here, and he may mean something besides "over-analyzing," like 
giving it too much credit for influence, or something] 
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